IN   THE   TERRITORIES. 


The  purpose  of  this  publication  is  simply  to  exhibit  the  Democratic  Record^  as  it 
was  made  by  the  Ilepresentative  Men  of  the  Party^  on  the  doctrine  of  Popular 
Sovereignty  in  the  Territories. 


Hon.  Daniel  S.  Dickinson,  of  New  York, 
introduced  into  the  Senate,  on  the  I4th  day 
of  December,  1847,  the  following  resolutions : 

^^  Resolved,  That  true  policy  requires  the  go- 
vernment of  the  United  States  to  strengthen  its 
political  relations  upon  this  continent  by  the 
annexation  of  such  contiguous  territory  as  may 
conduce  to  that  end  and  can  be  justly  obtained, 
and  that  neither  in  such  acquisition,  nor  in  the 
territorial  organization  thereof,  can  any  con- 
ditions be  constitutionally  imposed,  or  institu- 
tions be  provided  for  or  established,  inconsistent 
with  the  rights  of  the  people  thereof  to  form  a 
free  sovereign  State,  with  the  powers  and  privi- 
leges of  the  original  members  of  the  confederacy. ' ' 

^'•Resolved,  That  in  organizing  a  territorial  go- 
vernment for  territory  belonging  to  the  United 
States,  the  principles  of  self-government,  upon 
which  our  federative  system  rests,  will  be  best 
promoted,  the  true  spirit  and  meaning  of  the 
constitution  be  observed,  and  the  confederacy 
strengthened,  by  leaving  all  questions  concern- 
ing the  domestic  policy  therein  to  the  legislature 
chosen  by  the  people  thereof." — Cong.  Globe, 
vol.  18,  p.  21. 

Mr.  Dickinson  spoke  at  large  on  his  reso- 
lutions on  the  12th  day  of  January,  1848. 
The  following  is  an  extract  of  his  speech  : — 

"The  republican  theory  teaches  that  sove- 
reignty resides  with  the  people  of  a  State,  and 
not  with  its  political  organization  ;  and  the  De- 
claration of  Independence  recognizes  the  right 
of  the  people  to  alter  and  abolish  or  reconstruct 
their  government.  If  sovereignty  resides  in  the 
people,  and  not  in  the  organization,  it  rests  as 
well  with  the  people  of  a  Territory,  in  all  that 
concerns  their  internal  condition,  as  with  the 
people  of  an  organized  State.  And  if  it  is  the 
right  of  the  people,  by  virtue  of  their  innate  sove- 
reignty, to  alter  or  establish  and  reconstruct 
their  government,  it  is  the  right  of  the  inhabit- 
ants of  a  Territory,  by  virtue  of  the  same  inborn 
attribute,  in  all  that  appertains  to  their  domestic 
concerns,  to  fashion  one  suited  to  their  con- 
dition." ^-  *  *  * 

"Although  the  government  of  a  Territory  has 
not  the  same  sovereign  power  as  the  government 


of  a  State,  in  its  political  relations  the  people  of  a 
Territory  have,  in  all  that  appertains  to  their  inter- 
nal condition,  THE  SAME  SOVEREIGN  RIGHTS  AS  THB 
PEOPLE  OF  A  State." — Appendix  Cong.  Globe, 
vol.  19,  p.  88. 

The  Georgia  Democratic  State  Conven- 
tion which  was  held  at  Milledgeville  in  1847 
unanimously  adopted  the  following : — 

^^  Resolved,  That  Congress  possesses  no  power 
under  the  constitution  to  legislate  in  any  way  or 
manner  in  relation  to  the  institution  of  slavery. 
It  is  the  constitutional  right  of  every  citizen  to 
remove  and  settle  with  his  property  in  any  of 
the  Territories  of  the  United  States." 

'■^Resolved,  That  the  people  of  the  South  do 
not  ask  of  Congress  to  establish  the  institution 
of  slavery  in  any  of  the  Territories  that  may  be 
acquired  by  the  United  States  ;  they  sinipbj  require 
that  the  inhabitants  of  each  Territory  shall  be  left 
free  to  determine  for  themselves  whether  the  imti- 
tution  of  slavery  shall  or  shall  not  form  a  part  of 
their  social  system." 

The  foregoing  resolutions  were  reported 
to  the  Convention  by  a  committee  consist- 
ing of  F.  II.  Cone,  R.  A.  L.  Atkinson,  Jesse 
Carter,  W.  S.  Johnson,  Robert  Griffin,  Thos. 
Hilliard,  W.  W.  Wiggins,  E.  W.  Chastain, 
W.  J.  Lawton,  S.  W.  Colbert,  and  D.  Phil- 
lips. They  were  voted  for,  among  others, 
by  Hon.  James  Jackson,  now  a  Representa- 
tive in  Congress  from  Georgia,  and  Lucius 
Q.  C.  Lamar,  now  a  Representative  in  Con- 
gress from  Mississippi,  but  then  a  citizen  of 
Newton  county,  Ga. 

Extract  of  the  speech  of  Hon.  Alfred 
Iverson,  of  Georgia,  (now  a  Senator  of  the 
United  States,)  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, July  26,  1848  :— 

"  It  has  been  objected  that  tlie  position  as- 
sumed by  General  Cass,  a7id  approved  by  the  great 
body  of  the  Democratic  party,  in  every  section  of  the 
U)iion,  that  Congress  has  no  power  over  the 
question  of  slavery,  and  that  it  belongs  exclu- 
sively to  the  people  of  the  Territories  themselves, 
is  worse  for  the  South  than  the  doctrine  of  the 
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Wilmot  proviso.  AVe  are  told  that  slavery  is 
now  excluded  from  New  Mexico  and  California, 
and  that  the  question  must  be  decided  against 
the  South,  if  left  to  their  inhabitants.  Sir,  sup- 
pose this  to  be  true,  how  much  worse  off  are  we 
than  if  the  jurisdiction  be  left  to  Congre;;S?  If 
the  power  be  admitted  to  tlie  federal  govern- 
ment, wbo  does  not  see  and  know  that  the  adop- 
tion of  the  Wilmot  proviso  is  inevitable?  The 
only  guarantee  against  its  adoption  at  the  pre- 
sent moment  is  the  constitutional  scruples  of 
the  Northern  democrats,  and  the  exercise  of  the 
veto  power.  Remove  these,  by  admitting  the 
constitutional  power,  and  the  "Wilmot  proviso  is 
fastened  upon  us  for  all  time' to  come.  What, 
then,  can  the  South  lose  by  leaving  the  question 
to  the  people  of  the  Territories,  rather  than  to  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  ?  Sir,  I  do  not 
propose  to  argue  the  constitutional  power,  either 
in  Congress  or  the  Tei-ritories,  over  this  subject. 
Much  difference  of  opinion  exists  as  to  whether 
the  power  is  in  the  federal  government,  or  in  the 
hands  of  the  people  of  the  Territories.  These 
questions  have  been  ably  argued  by  those  who 
have  gone  before  me  in  this  debate,  and  I  do  not 
intend  to  occupy  the  time  of  the  committee  in 
their  renewed  discussion.  It  is  admitted,  how- 
ever, by  all  parties,  that  there  is  a  point  of  time 
at  which  this  question  of  slavery  or  no  slavery 
may  be,  and  must  be,  decided  by  the  people  of 
the  Territories;  when  they  meet  in  convention, 
in  the  exercise  of  sovereign  authority,  to  form  a 
constitution  preparatory  to  admission  into  this 
Union  as  a  State.  The  only  difference  of  opinion 
upon  the  point  is,  whether  the  people  may  or 
may  not,  under  the  constitution,  exercise  this 
power  by  tei-ritorial  legislation  prior  to  the 
formation  of  a  State  constitution.  Sir,  without 
discussing  or  deciding  the  question,  I  do  not  con- 
sider it  a  matter  of  essential  importance  at  what 
TIME  this  power  may  be  exercised  by  the  people  of 
the  Territories.  It  is,  in  my  opinion,  of  injinitely 
more  importance,  both  to  the  South  and  to  the 
Union,  that  the  power  be  lept  to  the  Terri- 
tories, instead  of  the  federal  government." — 
Appendix  Cong.  Globe,  voL  19,  p.  965. 

Extract  of  the  speech  of  Hon.  Thomas  G. 
Pratt,  of  Maryland,  in  the  Senate,  July  30, 
1850,  when  the  Compromise  measures  were 
under  discussion,  on  the  motion  of  Mr. 
Norris,  of  New  Hampshire,  to  strike  out 
from  the  tenth  section  of  the  Territorial 
Bills  the  words,  "establishing  or  prohibiting 
African  slavery,'^  the  purpose  of  which  in 
the  Bills  was  to  inhibit  the  people  of  the 
Territories  from  legislating  on  the  subject:— 

*'  The  great  doctrine  of  the  South,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  and  the  only  true  ground  on  which  the 
South  can  stand,  is  the  doctrine  of  non-interven- 
tion. Now,  what  I  understand  by  non-interven- 
tion, is  the  denial  of  the  executive  and  legislative 
autliority  of  the  federal  government  of  all  power 
over  the  subject  of  slavery,  anywhere  and  every- 
where. That  is  the  non-intervention  upon  which 
I  have  been  taught  to  rest  the  rights  of  the 
South.  That  is  the  non-intervention  upon  which 
I  am  now  willing  to  rest  them, — that  neither  the 


executive  nor  legislative  branches  of  the  federal 
government  have  the  power,  in  any  way  what- 
ever, to  interfere  with  the  subject  of  domestic 
slavery  anywhere.  And  I  am  therefore  perfectly 
willing  that  the  amendment  which  was  originally 
adopted  should  be  stricken  out,  as  propc-^ed  by 
my  friend  from  New  Hampshire,  [Mr.  Norris.j 

"But  there  is  another  reason  which  it  seems 
to  me  must  render  this  provision,  in  the  eyes  of 
every  one,  inoperative,  if  it  continue  in  the  bill. 
You  have  this  morning  adopted  an  amendment 
by  which  the  Territorial  government  established 
by  the  bill  is  not  to  operate,  in  prxsenti,  within 
the  larger  portion  of  the  territory  claimed  as  " 
New  Mexico.  Therefore,  in  consequence  of 
that  restriction,  there  could  be  no  legislation  in 
reference  to  the  subject  of  slavei*y  within  that 
Territory  at  the  present  time.  » 

"With  regard  to  the  other  Territory,  Utah, 
slaves  ai'e  already  held  there ;  and  if  you  give  the 
people   of  that   Territory  p)ower  to  regulate  it, — 

WHICH    THEY    WOULD    HAVE    IF    THIS     CLAUSE     IS 

STRICKEN  OUT, — they  would  legislate  in  favor  of 
that  Southern  institution  in  which  we  are  inte- 
rested. I,  therefore,  for  one,  as  a  Southern 
man,  standing  up  for  the  rights  of  the  South  as 
much  as  any  man  here,  am  willing  that  this 
clause  should  be  stricken  out,  more  particularly 
Avhen  it  will  gain  some  votes  for  the  bill." — Appu 
Cong.  Globe,  vol.  22,  part  2,  p.  1404. 

Extract  of  the  speech  of  Hon.  Stephen  A,  ' 
Douglas,  of  Illinois,  in  the  Senate,  June  3, 
1850  :— 

"  The  Senator  from  Mississippi  puts  a  question 
to  me  as  to  what  number  of  people  there  must 
be  in  a  Territory  before  this  right  to  govern 
themselves  accrues.  Without  determining  the 
precise  number,  I  will  assume  that  the  right 
ought  to  accrue  to  the  people  at  the  moment 
they  have  enough  to  constitute  a  government ; 
and,  sir,  the  bill  assumes  that  there  are  people 
enough  there  to  require  a  govei'nment,  and 
enough  to  authorize  the  people  to  govern  them- 
selves. If,  sir,  there  are  enough  to  require  a 
government,  and  to  authorize  you  to  allow  them 
to  govern  themselves,  there  are  enough  to  govern 
themselves  upon  the  subject  of  negroes  as  well 
as  concerning  other  species  of  property  and 
other  descriptions  of  institutions.  Your  bill 
concedes  that  government  necessary,  l^our  bill 
concedes  that  a  representative  government  is 
necessary, — a  government  founded  upon  prin- 
ciples of  popular  sovereignty  and  the  right  of 
the  people  to  enact  their  own  laws ;  and  for  this 
reason  you  give  them  a  legislature  constituted 
of  two  branches,  like  the  legislatures  of  the  dif- 
ferent States  and  Territories  of  the  Union;  you 
confer  upon  them  the  right  to  legislate  upon  all 
rightful  subjects  of  legislation,  except  negroes. 
Why  except  negroes ?  Why  except  African  slavery  ? 
If  the  inhabitants  are  competent  to  govern  them- 
selves upon  all  other  subjects,  and  in  reference 
to  all  other  descriptions  of  property, — if  they 
are  competent  to  regulate  the  laws  in  reference 
to  master  and  servant,  and  parent  and  child,  and 
commercial  laws  affecting  the  rights  and  pro- 
perty of  citizens, — they  are  competent  also  to  enact 
Laws  to  govern  themselves  in  regard  to  slavery  and 


negroes  !  Why,  -when  you  concede  tlie  fact  that 
they  are  entitled  to  any  government  at  all, 
you  concede  the  points  that  are  contended  for 
here.  ¥.  -)k  *  ^  ^ 

"  They  [the  committee  of  thirteen  on  Mr. 
Clay's  resolutions]  make  the  distinction  that  the 
people  of  the  Territories  are  io  govern  themselves 
in  respect  to  the  rights  of  all  kinds  of  property  but 
African  slaves.  Z  want  to  know  why  this  excep- 
tion ?  Upon  what  principle  is  it  made  2  Is  it  not 
as  important  as  any  other  right  in  property  ? 
Why,  then,  should  it  be  excepted  and  reserved? 
And,  sir,  if  you  reserve  it,  to  whom  do  you  reserve 
it?  To  this  Congress?  No,  sir;  you  deny  it 
to  the  people,  and  you  deny  it  to  the  govern- 
ment here.  *  ^-  *  *         *         * 

"  Now,  Mr.  President,  I  have  a  word  to  say 
to  the  honorable  Senator  from  Mississippi,  [Mr. 
Davis.]  He  insists  that  I  am  not  in  favor  of 
protecting  property,  and  that  his  amendment  is 
offered  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  property 
under  the  Constitution.  Now,  sir,  I  ask  you 
what  authority  he  has  for  assuming  that  ?  Do  I 
not  desire  to  protect  proj^erty  because  I  ivish  to  allow 
these  people  to  pass  such  laics  as  they  deem  proper 

KESPECTING  THEIR  KIGHTS  IN  PBOrERTY,  WITH- 
OUT ANY  EXCEPTION  ?  He  might  just  as  well  say 
that  I  am  opposed  to  protecting  proptrty  in 
merchandise,  in  steamboats,  in  cattle,  in  real 
estate,  as  to  say  that  I  am  opposed  to  protecting 
property  of  any  other  description  ;  for  I  desire 
to  put  them   all  on  an  equality,  and  allow  the 

PEOPLE  TO  MAKE  THEIR  OWN  LAWS  IN  RESPECT 
TO  THE  WHOLE  OF  THEM." Cong.    Globc,  Vol.  21, 

part  2,  pp.  1115,  1116. 

Extract  of  Mr,  Douglas's  speech,  at  Chi- 
cago, October  23,  1850  : — 

*'  The  first  three  of  these  measures,  [the  Com- 
promise Measures,]  California,  Utah,  and  New 
Mexico — I  prepared  with  my  own  hands,  and 
reported  from  the  Committee  on  Territoiies,  as 
its  Chairman,  in  the  precise  shape  in  which  they 
now  stand  on  the  statute  books,  with  one  or  two 
important  amendments,  for  which  I  also  voted. 
I,  therefore,  hold  myself  responsible  to  you,  as 
my  constituents,  for  those  measures  as  they 
passed.  If  there  is  any  thing  wrong  in  them, 
hold  me  accountable  ;  if  there  is  any  thing  of 
merit,  give  the  credit  to  those  who  passed  the 
bills.  These  measures  are  predicated  on  the  great 
fundamental  principle  that  every  people  ought  to 
possess  the  right  of  forming  and  regulating  their 
own  internal  concerns  and  domestic  institutions,  in 
their  own  way.        ^         *         ^'^         *         "^ 

*  ¥c  ^  ii'Yo  question  their  competency  to 
do  this,  was  to  deny  their  capacity  for  self-gov- 
ernment. If  they  have  the  requisite  intelligence 
and  honesty  to  be  intrusted  with  the  enactmeut 
of  laws  for  the  government  of  white  men,  I  know 
of  no  reason  why  they  should  not  be  deemed 
competent  to  legislate  for  the  negro.  If  they  are 
sufficiently  enlightened  to  make  laws  for  the  pro- 
tection of  life,  liberty,  and  property — of  morals 
and  education — to  determine  the  relation  of  hus- 
band and  wife,  of  parent  and  child,  /  am  not 
aware  that  it  requires  any  higher  degree  of  civiliza- 
tion to  regulate  the  affairs  of  master  and  servant. 


These  things  are  all  confided  by  the  Constitution  to 
each  State  to  decide  for  itself,  and  I  know  op  no 

REASON  WHY  THE  SABIB  PRINCIPLE  SHOULD  NOT 
BE  EXTENDED  TO    THE    TERRITORIES.       My   VOtCS 

and  acts  have  been  in  accordance  with  these 
views  in  all  cases,  except  the  instances  in  which 
I  voted  under  your  instructions.  Those  wbrb 
YOUR  votes,  and  NOT  MINE.  /  entered  my  pro- 
test against  them  at  the  time,  before  and  after  they 
were  recorded,  and  shall  never  hold  myself  respon- 
sible for  ihem.^' 

Extract  of  the  report  of  the  Committee 
on  Territories,  accompanying  the  Nebraska 
bill,  when  first  reported  to  the  Sencite  by 
Mr.  Douglas,  chairman,  January  4,  1854 : — ■ 

"  In  the  judgment  of  your  committee,  these 
measures  (compromise  measures  of  1850)  were 
intended  to  have  a  far  more  comprehensive  and 
enduring  effect  than  the  mere  adjustment  of  the 
difficulties  arising  out  of  the  recent  acquisition 
of  Mexican  territory.  They  were  designed  to 
establish  certain  great  principles,  which  would 
not  only  furnish  adequate  remedies  for  existing 
evils,  but  in  all  time  to  come,  avoid  the  perils  of  a 
similar  agitation,  by  loilhdrawing  the  question  of 
slavery  from  the  halls  of  Congress  and  the  political 
arena,  and  committing  it  to  the  arbitrament  of  those 
who  were  immediately  interested  in  and  alone  re- 
sponsible for  its  consequences.''^ 

Extract  of  the  speech  of  Mr.  Douglas, 
closing  the  debate  in  the  Senate,  on  the 
night  of  the  passage  of  the  Kansas-JSTebraska 
act,  March  3,  1854  :— 

"Mr.  President,  as  there  has  been  so  much 
misrepresentation  upon  this  point,  I  must  bo 
permitted  to  repeat  that  the  doctrine  of  the 
report  of  the  committee,  as  has  been  conclusively 
proved  by  these  extracts,  is — 

"  First.  That  the  whole  question  of  slavery 
should  be  withdrawn  from  the  halls  of  Congress 
and  the  political  arena,  and  committed  to  the 
arbitrament  of  those  who  are  immediately  in- 
terested in  and  alone  responsible  for  its  exist- 
ence. 

'^  Seco7id.  In  applying  this  principle  to  the 
Territories  and  the  new  States  to  be  formed 
therefrom,  all  questions  pertaining  to  slavery 
were  to  be  referred  to  the  people  residing 
therein. 

"  Third.  That  the  committee  proposed  to 
carry  these  propositions  and  principles  into 
effect  in  the  precise  language  of  the  compromise 
measures  of  1850. 

"  Are  not  these  propositions  identical  with  the 
principles  and  provisions  of  the  bill  on  your 
table  ?  If  there  is  a  hnir's  breadth  of  discrep- 
ancy between  the  two,  I  ask  any  Senator  to  rise 
in  his  place  and  point  it  out.  Both  rest  upon 
the  great  principle  which  forms  the  basis  of  all 
our  institutions — that  the  people  are  to  decide  the 
question  for  themselves,  subject  only  io  the  Consti- 
tution.''— App.  Cong.  Globe,  1st  Sess.  33d  Ccng., 
vol.  29,  p.  327. 

Extract  of  the  remarks  of  Hon.  W.  A 
EicnARDsoN,  of  Illinois,  (who,  as  Chairman 


of  the  Committee  on  Territories  in  the 
House  of  Kepresentatives,  reported  the  Kan- 
sas-Nebraska bill  to  that  body,)  January  12, 
1856  :— 

"The  Constitution  does  not,  in  my  opinion, 
carry  the  institutions  of  any  of  the  States  into 
any  of  the  Territories  ;  but  it  affords  the  same 
protection  tlicre  to  the  institutions  of  one  State 
as  of  another.  The  citizen  of  Virginia  is  as 
much  entitled  in  the  common  Territory  to  the 
protection  of  his  property  under  the  Constitution 
as  the  citizen  of  Illinois  ;  but  both  are  dependent 
upon  the  legislation  of  the  territorial  govern- 
ment for  laws  to  protect  their  property  of  what- 
ever kind  it  may  be.  Thus  it  Avill  be  seen  that 
though  there  may  be  upon  this  point  a  difference 
theoretically,  involving  questions  for  judicial 
decision,  yet  there  is  none,  practically,  among 
the  friends  of  non-intervention  hy  Congress,  as  the 
practical  result  is  to  place  the  decision  of  the  ques- 
tion in  the  hands  of  those  who  are  most  deeply  in- 
terested in  its  solution,  namely,  the  people  of  the 
Territory,  who  have  made  it  their  home,  and 
whose  interests  are  the  most  deeply  involved  in 
the  character  of  the  institutions  under  which 
they  are  to  live.  If  this  great  principle  of  non- 
intervention and  self-government  is  wrong,  then 
indeed  the  American  Revolution  was  fought  in 
vain,  and  it  is  time  we  cease  to  venerate  the 
memory  of  the  patriotic  dead  who  purchased 
with  their  fortunes  and  blood. the  free  institu- 
tions of  the  several  separate,  independent,  and 
coequal  States,  forming  the  Union  under  which 
we  have  so  prosperously  and  happily  grown  to 
be  so  great." — See  Congressional  Globe^  1st  S.ess. 
84th  Cong.,  part  1,  pp.  222,  223. 

Extract  of  the  speech  of  General  Lewis 

Cass,  of  Michigan,  (now^  Secretary  of  State 
of  the  United  States,)  in  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States,  May  20,  1854  :— 

"  It  is  •up-hill  work,  Mr.  President,  in  this 
country,  for  any  man,  however  splendid  his 
talents  or  commanding  his  position,  to  contend 
against  this  doctrine.  It  landed  with  our 
fathers  upon  the  beach  of  Jamestown  and  the 
Rock  of  Plymouth,  and  has  been  treasured  in 
their  hearts  through  all  their  trials  and  diffi- 
culties to  this,  the  great  day  of  its  glorious  con- 
summation. It  has  accompanied  the  pioneers 
through  the  passes  of  the  Rocky  Mountains,  and 
has  planted  itself,  with  the  beloved  flag  of  our 
country,  upon  the  very  shores  that  look  out 
upon  China  and  Japan.  '  Oh  !  squatter  sove- 
reignty, where  were  you  then  ?'  emphatically 
asks  its  great  opponent,  alluding  to  territorial 
history.  I  was  then — may  then  be  answered  to 
this  invocation — I  was  then  in  the  Declaration 
of  Independence,  and  I  am  now,  as  ever,  in  the 
hearts  of  the  American  people,  and  am  firmly 
established  in  the  tables  of  their  law.  The  re- 
lations between  the  Territories  and  the  general 
government  are  not  well  defined  by  the  Consti- 
tution. 

"  There  are  those,  and  I  am  among  them,  who 
find  no  authority  in  that  instrument  for  Con- 
{;ressional  action  in  this  matter,  and  can  justify 


it  only  from  the  necessity  of  the  case.  Others 
contend  that  the  jurisdiction  is  unlimited  ;  while 
many,  though  willing  to  accept  a  limitation, 
can  with  difficulty  define  it.  But  whatever 
theoretical  opinions  may  prevail  upon  this  sub- 
ject, Congress  has  never  practically  asserted  the 
right  of  entire  legislation ;  and,  indeed,  with 
some  unimportant  exceptions,  and  a  single  im- 
portant one — the  slavery  proviso — the  internal 
concerns  of  the  Territories  have  been  managed 
by  their  local  governments.  The  action  of  the 
general  government  has  been  mostly  confined  to 
organize  laws,  laying  down  the  principles  ^of 
administration  with  political  privileges,  for- 
merly more  restricted,  but  latterly  much  en- 
larged. 

"Now,  here  is  room  for  an  honest  difference 
of  opinion  as  to  the  extent  of  Congressional  * 
legislation.  All  agree  that  the  initiatory  mea- 
sure of  Organization  should  be  taken  by  Con- 
gress, though  unanimity  cannot  be  expected  in 
its  details.  For  myself,  I  concede  the  largest 
exemption  compatible  with  the  relations  of  the 
parties  supreme  and  subordinate.  But  when 
you  come  to  the  appointment  of  officers  to  the 
powers  of  legislation,  and  to  all  the  other  ques- 
tions involved  in  political  society,  you  touch 
svibjects  necessarily  giving  rise  to  diversity  of 
opinion.  While  all  has  not  been  granted,  com- 
paratively little  has  been  withheld.  Freedom — 
the  rights  of  persons  and  property — are  quite  as 
well  secured  in  the  Territories  as  in  the  States, 
and  acts  of  oppression  as  rare,  and,  when  hap- 
pening, just  as  sure  to  be  redressed  and  pun- 
ished. The  supervisory  power  exercises  its 
authority  with  moderation;  and  these  distant 
communities  find  their  situation  free  from  prac- 
tical injurious  restraint. 

"  This  state  of  things  in  its  general  principles 
was  the  very  condition  of  the  American  Colonies 
when  our  fathers  claimed  non-intervention  from 
British  interference,  which  was  extending  itself 
into  all  the  concerns  of  life.  They  did  not  lose 
themselves  in  the  mazes  of  political  metaphj^sics. 
They  did  not  deny  there  was  a  practical  bound- 
ary to  a  principle,  though  they  could  not  find  a 
stone  wall  against  which  to  break  their  heads. 
They  did  not  claim  independence  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  controversy.  They  did  not 
want  it.  They  conceded  to  England  tlie  just 
right  to  establish  governments,  and  to  exercise 
a  general  supervisory  authority  over  them  ;  but 
they  denied  to  her  the  authority  to  interfere  in 
their  internal  domestic  concerns,  claiming  the 
right  to  manage  these  for  themselves  ;  and  as 
they  could  not  get  that  right  peaceably,  they 
sought  it  by  arms,  and  obtained  it  by  such  suf- 
fering and  trials  as  no  people  ever  before  en- 
countered and  survived.  They  did  not  protest 
against  the  appointment  of  the  governors  and 
some  other  officers  by  the  Crown,  nor  against 
the  exercise  of  a  general  superintending  au- 
thority by  the  Parliament.  And  now,  when  a 
century  since  the  commencement  of  this  contest 
of  weakness  and  right  against  power  and  in- 
justice, is  fast  hastening  to  its  completion,  WQ 
are  gravely  told  by  many  citizens  of  New  York, 
and  by  the   acknowledged   exponents  of  their 


views  here,  that  this  claim  of  political  exemp- 
tion was  all  a,  iransparent  sham ;  and,  in  effect, 
that  the  patriarchs  of  the  Revolution  were  igno- 
ramuses; for,  as  they  did  not  demand  sovereignty, 
complete  release  from  Britisli  control,  they  de- 
manded nothing  worth  having.  And,  therefore, 
when  a  local  political  community  is  connected 
in  bonds  of  subordination  with  a  more  general 
one,  and  is  allowed  as  great  a  measure  of  politi- 
cal freedom  as  is  compatible  with  this  relation, 
if  it  do  not  aspire  to  and  obtain  complete  inde- 
pendence, despotism  is  better  than  free  local 
legislation.  And  I  return  my  thanks  to  the  hon- 
orable Senator  from  Louisiana  (Mr.  Benjamin) 
for  the  eloquent  illustration  of  the  true  princi- 
ples which  we  have  just  heard  from  him.  I 
listened  to  him,  as  did  the  Senate,  with  the 
deepest  interest.  I  have  rarely  v/itnessed  in  my 
Congressional  experience  an  effort  marked  with 
higher  powers  of  oratory." — See  Appendix  Con- 
gressional Globe,  1st  Session  33d  Congress,  vol. 
29,  p.  772. 

Extract  of  a  speech  of  Hon.  Isaac  Toucey, 
of  Connecticut,  (now  Secretary  of  the  Navy,) 
delivered  in  the  Senate  of  the  United  States, 
March  3,  1854  :— 

^^  It  teas  the  principle  of  non-intervention  which 
Congress  adopted;  and  that  principle  was  carried 
out  during  the  first  thirty  years  of  the  Govern- 
laent,  and  until  the  generation  upon  the  stage 
when  the  Constitution  was  adopted,  the  men  who 
l>y  their  votes  adopted  it,  had  passed  away.  I 
know,  sir,  that  in  these  facts  of  the  Legislative 
history  of  the  country  I  am  not  mistaken;  and 
if  the  honorable  Senator  from  Ohio  applied  his 
proposition  as  to  the  enrly  policy  of  the  counti-y 
to  a  period  anterior  to  the  formation  of  the  Con- 
stitution, which  it  seems  he  did,  I  should  have 
no  occasion  to  say  any  thing  upon  that  subject, 
because  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  policy  of 
this  Government  under  the  Constitution.  I  con- 
fine myself  to  the  policy  of  the  Government  since 
the  adoption  of  the  Constitution ;  for  by  that 
Constitution  a  new  policy  was  instituted,  and 
the  Constitution  never  could  have  been  adopted, 
it  never  would  have  been  considered  by  half  the 
States  of  the  Union,  if  any  principle  of  INTER- 
VENTION had  been  carried  into'  it.  I  repeat, 
sir,  that  if  the  principle  of  intervention  with  this 
Institution  had  been  carried  into  the  Constitution 
it  never  would  have  been  adopted,  and  this  Go- 
vernment never  would  have  been  established. 

"Sir,  this  principle  of  non-intervention  is  one 
of  the  leading  principles  of  the  Constitution.  It 
is  a  legitimate  inference  from  the  general  ar- 
rangement of  powers  between  the  States  and  the 
federal  government." — See  App.  Cong.  Globe, 
voL  29,  p.  316. 

Again,  in  the  Senate,  July  2,  185G,  Mr. 
Toucey  said  : — • 

"Mr.  President,  as  much  as  has  been  said  on 
this  subject,  I  desire  to  say  a  word  in  explanation 
of  my  vote.  The  original  act  is  as  explicit  as  it 
is  possible  to  be.  The  words  'subject  to  the 
constitution'  make  no  difference.  The  original 
act  recognizes,  as  in  the  territorial  legislature, 


all  the  power  which  they  can  have,  subject  to 
the  constitution  and  subject  to  the  organic  law 
of  the  Territory.  There  is  no  ambiguity.  It  is 
as  explicit  as  language  can  make  it.  The  only 
doubt  which  arises  is  as  to  the  meaning  of  the 
constitution.  That  toe  cannot  define;  that  is  a 
question  exclusively  for  the  judicial  tribunals." — 
See  App.  Cong.  Globe,  vol.  S3,  p.  797. 

Extract  of  a  speech  of  the  Hon.  Ho  well 
Cobb,  of  Georgia,  (now  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,)  delivered  before  the  people  of 
West  Chester,  Pennsylvania,  September  19, 
1856,  in  advocacy  of  James  Buchanan's 
election  to  the  Presidency  : — 

"I  stand  upon  a  principle.  I  hold  that  the 
will  of  the  majority  of  the  people  of  Kansas 
should  decide  this  question ;  and  I  sny  here  to- 
night, before  this  people  and  before  this  country, 
that  I,  for  one,  shall  abide  the  decision  of  the 
people  there.  I  hold  to  the  right  of  the  people 
there.  I  hold  to  the  right  of  the  people  to  self- 
government,  I  am  willing  for  them  to  decide 
this  question.  If  I  be  a  member  of  Congress 
when  this  question  comes  before  that  body,  if  a 
majority  of  the  people  there  decide  in  favor  of 
slavery  being  a  part  of  their  institutions,  I  shall 
vote  for  their  admission  with  their  pro-slavery 
constitution;  if,  on  the  other  hand,  a  majomty 
of  the  people  there  decide  that  they  do  not  want 
slavery,  and  present  a  free-State  constitution,  I 
will  vote  for  their  admission  into  the  Union  as  a 
free  State,  in  obedience  to  the  voice  and  will  of 
the  people.  (Applause.)  I  stand  by  my  prin- 
ciples; I  intend  to  carry  them  out;  I  care  not 
how  they  operate.  Principles  are  dearer  to  me 
than  the  results  of  any  election,  any  contest  in 
Kansas.  I  vrould  not  plant  slavery  upon  the  soil 
of  any  portion  of  God's  earth  against  the  will 
of  the  people.  The  government  of  the  United 
States  should  not  force  the  institution  of  slavery 
upon  the  people  either  of  the  Territories  or  of  the 
States  against  the  will  of  the  people,  though  my 
voice  could  bring  about  the  result.  I  stand 
upon  the  principle :  the  people  of  my  State 
decide  it  for  themselves,  you  for  yourselves,  the 
people  of  Kansas  for  themselves.  (Applause.) 
That  is  the  constitution,  and  I  stand  by  the  con- 
stitution." 

(A  gentleman  here  interrupted  Mr.  Cobb,  with 
his  con&ent,  to  inquire  whether  he  meant  that 
the  people  of  the  Territory,  before  forming  their 
constitution,  should  have  the  power  to  exclude 
slavery,  or  that  they  should  have  the  power  to 
pass  upon  it  when  they  form  their  constiiutiou. 
He  also  desired  the  speaker  to  explain  not  only 
liis  view  on  the  subject,  but  also  the  view  which 
is  advocated  by  those  who  stand  with  him  in  the 
Southern  States  and  support  Mr.  Buchanan.) 

Mr.  Cobb,  resuming,  said  :  "  Fellow-citizens, 
there  never  has  been,  in  all  the  history  of  this 
slavery  matter,  a  more  purely  theoretical  issue, 
than  the  one  involved  in  the  question  propounded 
to  me  by  my  friend,  and  I  will  ^how  it  to  you. 
I  will  state  to  you  tlie  positions  of  the  advocates 
of  this  doctrine  of  non-intervention,  on  which 
there  are  different  opinions  held;  but  I  will  show 
^''ou  that  it  is  the  purest  abstraction,  in  a  practical 
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point  of  vievr,  iliat  ever  -was  proposed  for  po- 
litical discussion.  There  are  those  who  hold 
that  the  Constitution  carries  all  the  institutions 
of  this  country  into  all  the  territories  of  the 
Union ;  that  slavery,  being  one  of  the  institu- 
tions recognized  by  the  Constitution,  goes  with 
the  Constitution  into  the  territories  of  the  United 
States  ;  and  that  when  the  territorial  government 
is  organized,  the  people  have  no  right  to  prohibit 
slavery  there,  until  they  come  to  form  a  State 
constitution.  That  is  what  ray  friend  calls 
'Southern  doctrine.'  There  is  another  class 
who  hold  that  the  people  of  the  territories,  in 
their  territorial  state,  and  whilst  acting  as  a 
territorial  legislature,  have  a  right  to  decide 
upon  the  question  whether  slavery  shall  exist 
there  during  their  territorial  state  ;  and  that  has 
been  dubbed  'squatter  sovereignty.'  Now,  you 
perceive  that  there  is  but  one  point  of  difference 
between  the  advocates  of  the  two  doctrines. 
Each  holds  that  the  people  have  the  right  to 
decide  the  question  in  the  territory ;  one  holds 
that  it  can  be  done  through  the  territorial  legis- 
lature, and  whilst  it  has  a  territorial  existence  ; 
the  other  holds  that  it  can  be  done  only  when 
they  come  to  form  a  State  constitution.  But 
those  who  hold  that  the  territorial  legislature 
cannot  pass  a  law  prohibiting  slavery,  admit 
that  unless  the  territorial  legislature  pass  laws 
for  its  protection,  slavery  will  not  go  there. 
Therefore,  practically,  a  majority  of  the  people 
represented  in  the  territorial  legislature  decides 
the  question.  Whether  they  decide  it  by  pro- 
hibiting it,  according  to  the  one  doctrine,  or  by 
refusing  to  pass  laws  to  protect  it,  as  contended 
for  by  the  other  party,  is  immaterial.  The 
majority  of  the  people,  by  ike  action  of  the  terri- 
torial legislature,  will  decide  the  question;  and  all 
must  abide  the  decision  lohen  made.  (Great  ap- 
plause.) 

"My  friend,  you  observe  that — no  matter 
what  the  issue  which  is  presented — I  stand  upon 
a  principle.  There  I  planted  myself  in  the  com- 
mencement of  this  argument, — the  right  of  the 
people  to  self-government.  I  intend  to  maintain 
it,  to  stand  by  it,  to  carry  it  out,  to  enforce  it. 
If  it  operate  to  the  exclusion  of  the  people  of 
my  section  of  the  country  from  these  territoi'ies, 
be  it  so ;  it  is  the  constitution  of  the  country, 
and  they  have  no  right  to  complain.  If  it  ope- 
rate in  their  behalf  and  for  their  protection,  I 
call  upon  you  to  say,  is  it  not  right  that  they 
should  have  the  benefit  of  it?" 

Extracts  of  a  speech  of  the  Hon.  John  C. 
Breckinridge,  of  Kentucky,  (now  Vice- 
President  of  the  United  States,)  in  the 
House  of  Kepresentatives,  March  23,1854 : — 

"But  if  non-intervention  by  Congress  be  the 
principle  that  underlies  the  compromise  of  1850, 
then  the  prohibition  of  1820,  being  inconsistent 
with  that  principle,  should  be  removed  and 
perfect  non-intervention  thus  be  established  by 
law. 

"Among  the  many  misrepresentations  sent 
to  the  countr}'^  by  some  of  the  enemies  of  this 
bill,  perhaps  none  is  more  flagrant  than  the  charge 
that  it  proposes  to  legislate  slavery  into  Nebraska 


and  Kansas.  Sir,  if  the  hill  contained  such  a 
feature  it  would  not  receive  my  vote.  The  right  to 
establish  involves  the  correlative  right  to  prohibit, 
and,  denying  both,  I  would  vote  for  neither.  I  go 
further,  and  express  the  opinion  that  a  clause 
legislating  slavery  into  those  T?rritories  could 
not  command  one  Southern  vote  in  this  House. 
It  is  due  to  both  sections  of  the  country  and  to 
the  people  to  expose  this  groundless  charge. 
What,  then,  is  the  present  condition  of  Nebraska 
and  Kansas  ?  Why,  sir,  there  is  no  government, 
no  slavery,  and  very  little  population  there,  (for 
your  Federal  laws  exclude  your  citizens;)  but  a 
law  remains  on  the  statute-book  forever  pro- 
hibiting slavery  in  these  Territories.  It  is  pro- 
posed simply  to  take  off  this  prohibition,  but  not 
to  make  an  enactment  in  affirmance  of  slavery 
there.  Now,  in  the  absence  of  any  law  establish- 
ing slavery  in  that  region,  previous  to  the  pro- 
hibiting agt,  it  is  too  clear  for  dispute,  that  the 
repeal  of  the  prohibition  has  not  the  affirmative 
effect  of  fixing  slavery  in  that  country.  The 
effect  of  the  repeal,  therefore,  is  neither  to  esta- 
blish nor  to  exclude,  but  to  leave  the  future  con- 
dition of  the  Territories  dependent  wholly  upon  the 
action  of  the  inhabitants,  subject  only  to  such 
limitations  as  the  Federal  Constitution  may 
impose.  But  to  guard  fully  against  honest  mis- 
construction, and  even  against  malicious  per- 
version, the  language  of  the  bill  is  perfectly 
explicit  on  this  point."  -x-  *  ^t 

"It  will  be  observed  that  the  rights  of  the 
people  to  regulate  in  their  own  way  nil  their 
domestic  institutions  is  left  wholly  untouched, 
except  that  whatever  is  done  must  be  done  in 
accordance  with  the  Constitution, — the  supreme 
law  for  us  all.  And  the  rights  of  property  under 
the  Constitution,  as  well  as  legislative  action,  is 
properly  left  to  the  decision  of  the  Federal  ju- 
diciary. This  avoids  a  contested  issue  which  it 
is  hardly  in  the  competency  of  Congress  to  decide, 
and  refers  it  to  the  proper  tribunal."     -5^     -5^     -Jfr 

"  Then,  sir,  neither  the  purpose  nor  the  effect 
of  the  bill  is  to  legislate  slavery  into  Nebraska 
and  Kansas,  but  its  effect  is  to  sweep  away  this 
vestige  of  Congressional  dictation  on  this  sub- 
ject, to  allow  the  free  citizens  of  this  Union  to 
enter  the  common  territory  with  the  Constitu- 
tion and  the  bill  alone  in  their  hands,  and  to  re- 
mit the  decision  of  their  rights  under  both  to  the 
courts  of  the  countr3^  Who  can  go  before  his 
constituents  refusing  to  stand  on  the  platform  of 
the  Constitution?  Who  can  make  a  case  to 
them  of  refusing  to  abide  the  decision  of  the 
courts  of  the  Union  ?"       *  *  *  * 

"Sir,  I  care  nothing  about  refined  distinctions 
or  subtleties  or  verbal  criticism.  I  repeat  the 
broad  and  plain  proposition,  that  if  Congress 
may  intervene  on  this  subject,  it  may  intervene 
on  any  other,  and  having  thus  surrendered  the 
principle,  and  broken  away  from  constitutional 
limitations,  you  are  driven  into  the  very  lap  of 
arbitrary  power.  By  this  doctrine,  you  may 
erect  a  despotism  under  the  American  system^ 
The  whole  theory  is  a  libel  on  our  institutions 
It  carries  us  back  to  the  abhorrent  principles  of 
British  colonial  authority,  against  which  w< 
made  the  issue  of  Independence.  I  have  neve/ 
acquiesced  in  this   odious   claim,  and  will  nov 


believe  tliat  it  can  abide  the  test  of  public  scru- 
tiny."— See  App.  Cong.  Globe,  vol.   29,  p.  441. 

Mr.  Breckinridge,  in  a  speech  at  Lexing- 
ton, Kentucky,  in  response  to  the  congratu- 
lations of  his  neighbors  on  his  having  ob- 
tained the  nomination  for  Vice-President, 
on  Monday,  June  9,  1856,  made  the  fol- 
lowing remarks  defining  his  position  on  the 
question  of  popular  sovereignty  and  non- 
intervention : — 

"  Upon  the  distracting  question  of  domestic 
slavery,  tlieir  position  is  clear.  The  whole 
power  of  the  Democratic  organization  is  pledged 
to  the  following  propositions:  that  Congress  shall 
not  intervene  upon  (his  subject  in  the  States,  in  the 
Territories,  or  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  that 
the  people  of  each  Territory  shall  determine  the 
question  for  themselves,  and  be  admitted  into  the 
U7iion  upon  a  footing  of  perfect  equality  ivith  the 
original  States,  loithout  discrimination  on  account 
of  the  allowance  or  prohibition  of  slavery.'''' 

"Extract  of  a  speech  of  the  Hon,  James 
L.  Orr,  of  South  Carolina,  (late  Speaker  of 
the  House,)  in  the  House  of  Eepresenta- 
tives,  December  11,  1856 : — 

"Now,  I  desire  the  gentleman  to  understand 
that  the  Democratic  party.  North  or  South,  do 
not  attach  the  importance  to  this  issue  on  squat- 
ter sovereignty  which  he  seems  to  attach  to  it 
by  the  attempts  he  has  made  to  magnify  it  as 
the  chief  feature  of  the  Nebraska-Kansas  bill. 
The  great  object  sought  to  be  accomplished  in 
the  introduction  and  passage  of  that  bill  was 
this:  the  continual  agitation  of  the  slavery  ques- 
tion upon  the  floors  of  Congress  had  produced 
discoi^d  and  dissension  here  ;  it  had  alienated  the 
different  parties  of  the  Confederacy  from  each 
other,  and  was  threatening  the  existence  of  the 
Government  itself;  and  hence  it  was  thought 
best  by  a  majority  of  the  members  of  Congress, 
in  1854,  to  transfer,  as  far  as  possible,  this  agi- 
tation from  the  Halls  of  Congress  to  the  Terri- 
tories themselves.  Hence,  the  great  and  lead- 
ing feature  in  that  bill  was,  to  transfer  the  legis- 
lation and  power  of  Congress  on  the  slavery, 
and  all  other  subjects,  to  the  Territorial  legis- 
latures, and  let  tlie  popular  will  there  shape  and 
form  the  laws  for  their  own  government  with- 
out restriction  save  the  proviso  that  such  legis- 
lation should  be  consistent  with  the  constitution 
and  general  laws  of  the  United  States. 

"  This  was  the  great  idea  in  the  legislation 
of  1854,  and  it  has  been  endorsed  in  tiie  late 
election  by  the  people. 

'•Now,  I  admit  that  there  is  a  difference  of 
opinion  amongst  Democrats  as  to  whether  this 
feature  of  squatter  sovereignty  be  in  the  bill  or 
not.  But  the  great  point  upon  which  the  Demo- 
cratic party  at  Cincinnati  rested  was,  that  the 
government  of  the  Territories  had  been  trans- 
ferred from  Congress,  and  carrying  out  the  spirit 
and  genius  of  our  institutions  had  been  given  to 
the  people  of  the  Territories.  I  am  one  of  those 
who  do  not  believe  in  the  doctrine  of  squatter 
sovereignty.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  Kansas- 
Nebraska  bill  establishes  or  recognizes  squatter 
sovereignty  within  the  limits  of  the  Territories 


of  Kansas  and  Nebraska :  and  the  process  of 
reasoning  by  which  I  reach  that  result  is,  that 
I  see  no  authority  in  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  which  authorizes  Congress  to  pass 
the  Wilmot  proviso  or  any' anti-slavery  restric- 
tions in  the  Territories  ;  and  I  do  not  apprehend 
how  Congress,  not  having  the  power  itself,  can 
create  an  authority  and  invest  a  creature  with 
greater  power  and  authority  than  it  po:-sesses 
itself.  I  know  that  there  are  other  gentlemen 
belonging  to  the  Democratic  party  who  think 
that  the  territorial  legislatures  are  invested  with 
the  authority  to  prohibit  or  introduce  slavery 
within  the  Territories. 

"But  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Smith]  the  other  day  struck  the  true  point  in 
this  controversy,  and  it  takes  all  the  wind  out 
of  the  sails  of  my  friend  from  Kentucky,  and 
leaves  him  high  and  dry  upon  land  ;  and  I  invite 
his  attention  to  the  statements  in  reference  to  it, 

"I  say,  although  I  deny  thnt  squatter  sove- 
reignty exists  in  the  Territories  of  Kansas  and 
Nebraska  by  virtue  of  this  bill,  it  is  a  matter 
practically  of  little  consequence  whether  it  does 
or  not;  and  I  think  I  shall  be  able  to  satisfy  the 
gentleman  of  that.  The  gentleman  knows  that 
in  every  slaveholding  community  of  this  Union, 
we  have  local  legislation  and  local  police  regula- 
tions appertaining  to  that  institution,  without 
which  the  institution  would  not  only  be  value- 
less, but  a  curse  to  the  community;  without  them 
the  slaveholder,  could  not  enforce  his  rights 
when  invaded  by  others ;  and  if  you  had  no  local 
legislation  for  the  purpose  of  giving  protection, 
the  institution  would  be  of  no  value.  I  can  ap- 
peal to  every  gentleman  upon  this  floor  who 
represents  a  slaveholding  constituency  to  attest 
the  truth  of  what  I  have  said. 

"Now,  the  legislative  authority  of  a  Territory  is 
invested  with  a  discretion  to  vote  for  or  against  laws. 
We  thijik  they  ought  to  pass  laios  in  every  Territory 
ivhen  the  Territory  is  open  to  settlement  a7id  slave- 
holders go  there  to  protect  slave  property.  But  if 
they  decline  to  pass  such  laws,  lohat  is  the  remedy  ? 
None,  sir.  If  the  majority  of  the  people  are  op- 
posed to  the  institution,  a.nd  if  they  do  not  desire  it 
engrafted  upon  their  Territory,  all  they  have  to  do 
is  simply  to  decline  to  pass  laws  in  the  territoriat 
legislature  to  prohibit  it.  Now,  I  ask  the  gentle- 
man what  is  tl^s  .practical  importance  to  result 
from  the  agitation  and  discussion  of  this  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  squatter  sovereignty  does  or 
does  not  exist?  Practically,  it  is  a  matter  of 
little  moment." — See  Cong.  Globe,  2d  Session 
34th  Congress,  pp.  103,  104. 

Extracts  of  a  speech  of  Hon.  A.  H.  Ste- 
phens, of  Georgia,  delivered  in  the  House 
of  Eepresentatives,  Februar}'-  17,  1854: — 

"  The  whole  question  of  slavery  or  no  slavery 
was  to  be  left  to  the  people  of  the  Territories, 
whether  north  or  south  of  36°  30''  or  any  other 
line.  The  question  ivas  to  be  taken  out  of  Congress, 
where  it  had  been  improperly  thrust  from  the  begin- 
ning, and  to  be  left  to  the  people  concerned  in  the 
matter  to  decide  for  themselves.  This,  I  say,  was 
the  position  originally  held  by  the  South  when 
the  Missouri  restriction  was  at  first  proposed. 
The  principle  upon  which  that  position  rests, 
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Hes  at  the  very  foundation  of  all  our  Eepublican 
institutions;  it  is  that  the  citizens  of  every  dis- 
tinct and  separate  community  or  State  should 
have  the  right  to  govern  themselves  in  their 
domestic  matters  as  they  please,  and  that  they 
should  be  free  from  the  intermeddling  restric- 
tions and  arbitrai-y  dictation  on  such  matters 
from  any  power  or  Government  in  which  they 
have  no  voice.  It  was  out  of  ar  violation  of  this 
very  principle  to  a  great  extent  that  the  war  of 
the  Revolution  sprung.  The  South  was  always 
on  the  Republican  side  of  this  question,  while 
the  North — no;  or,  at  least,  I  will  not  say  the 
entire  North,  for  there  have  always  been  some 
of. them  with  the  South  on  this  question;  but  I 
will  say,  while  a  majority  of  the  North,  under 
the  free-soil  lead  of  that  section,  up  to  the  set- 
tlement of  the  contest  in  1850 — were  on  the 
opposite  side. 

"The  doctrine  of  the  restrictionists  or  free- 
soilers,  or  those  that  liold  that  Congress  ought 
to  impose  their  arbitrary  mandates  upon  the 
people  of  the  Territories  in  this  particular, 
whether  the  people  be  v/illing  or  unwilling,  is 
the  doctrine  of  Lord  North  and  his  adherents, 
in  the  British  Parliament,  towards  the  colonies, 
during  his  administration.  He  and  they  claimed 
the  rjght  to  govern  the  territories  in  'all  cases 
"whatsoever,'  notwithstanding  the  want  of  repre- 
sentation on  their  part.  Tlie  doctrine  of  the 
South  upon  this  question  has  been,  and  is,  the 
doctrine  of  the  whigs  in  1775  and  1776.  It 
involves  the  principle  that  the  citizens  of  every 
community  should  have  a  voice  in  their  govern- 
ment. This  was  the  doctrine  of  the  people  of 
Boston  in  1775,  wdren  the  response  was  made 
throughout  the  colonies,  '  The  cause  of  Boston 
is  the  cause  of  us  all.'  And  if  there  be  any  here 
now  who  call  themselves  whigs,  arrayed  against 
this  great  principle  of  republican  government, 
I  will  do  towards  them  as  Burke  did  in  Eng- 
land. I  will  appeal  from  'the  new  to  the  old 
whigs.'"  ^-  ^  ^-  ^  ^- 

"This,  sir,  is  what  is  called  the  Compromise 
of  1850,  so  far  as  this  territorial  question  is  con- 
cerned. It  was  adopted  after  the  policy  of  di- 
viding territory  between  the  two  sections.  North 
atid  South,  w^as  wholly  abandoned,  discarded, 
and  spurned  by  the  North.  It  was  based  upon 
the  truly  republican  and  national  policy  of 
taking  this  disturbing  element  out  of  Congress, 
and  leaving  the' whole  question  of  slavery  in  the 
Territories  to  the  people  there  to  settle  it  for 
themselves.  And  it  is  in  vindication  of  that 
new  principle — then  established  for  the  first 
time  in  the  history  of  our  Government — in  the 
year  1850,  the  middle  of  the  nineteenth  century, 
that  we,  the  friends  of  the  Nebraska  bill, 
whether  from  the  North  or  South,  now  call  upon 
this  House  and  the  country,  to  carry  out,  in 
good  faith,  and  give  effect  to  the  spirit  and  in- 
tent of  those  important  measures  of  territoi^ial 
legislation." — See  App.  Cong.  Globe,  1st  Session, 
33d  Cong.  vol.  20,  p.  195. 

Mr.  Stephens  again  expressed  his  views 
on  this  subject  in  the  House  of  Eepresent- 
atives  on  the  17th  of  January,  1856,  as 
follows : — 

"Now,  sir,  as  I  have  stated,  I  voted  for  this 


bill,  leaving  the  whole  matter  to  the  people  to 
settle  for  themselves,  subject  to  no  restriction 
or  limitation  but  the  Constitution,  With  this 
distinct  understanding  of  its  import  and  mean- 
ing, and  with  a  determination  that  the  existence 
of  this  power  being  disputed  and  doubted,  it 
would  be  better  and  much  more  consistent  with 
our  old-time  republican  principles,  to  let  the 
people  settle  it,  than  for  Congress  to  do  it 
And  although  my  own  opinion  is  that  the  people, 
under  the  limitations  of  the  Constitution,  have 
not  the  rightful  power  to  exclude  slavery,  so 
long  as  they  remain  in  a  territorial  condition, 
yet  I  am  willing  that  they  may  determine  it  for 
themselves,  and  when  they  please.  I  shall  never 
negative  any  laio  they  may  p>ciss,  if  it  is  the  result 
of  a  fair  legislative  expression  of  the  popular  wilL 
Never!  I  am  willing  that  the  territorial  legisla- 
ture may  act  upon  the  subject  when  and  how 
the}''  may  think  proper." — See  Appendix  to  the 
Congressional  Globe,  1st  Session,  31th  Congress, 
vol.  33,  p.  62. 

Extract  of  the  speech  of  the  Hon.  J. 
P.  Benjamin,  of  Louisiana,  delivered  in  the 
Senate,  on  the  25th  May,  1854: — 

"I  find,  then,  that  this  bill,  retracing  the 
steps  of  Federal  legislation  so  far  as  it  inter- 
fered with  this  subject  from  the  j-ear  1820  to 
the  present  time,  proposes  to  go  back  to  the  tra- 
ditions of  the  fathers.  It  proposes  to  put  this 
Congress  in  the  position  occupied  by  every  Con- 
gress up  to  the  year  1820.  It  proposes  to  an- 
nounce, as  a  principle,  to  the  people  of  the 
United  States  that  the  general  Government  is 
not  to  legislate  at  all  upon  this  question  of  sla- 
very. It  is  not  to  legislate  to  extend  it;  it  is 
not  to  legislate  to  prohibit  it ;  it  is  a  forbidden 
subject.  The  flaming  sword  ought  to  guard  all 
access  to  it.  No  impious  foot  ought  to  endeavor 
to  tread  within  its  sacred  precincts.  That  is  the 
principle  which  I  find  in  this  bill,  and  that  is 
the  principle  which  I  wish  to  see  established  in 
the  country;  and  when  it  shall  have  been  esta- 
bli.^hed,  it  will  be  in  vain  for  fanatics,  either 
North  or  South,  to  endeavor  to  create  any  per- 
manent excitement  in  the  minds  of  the  American 
people.  The  aliment  is  gone.  You  may  light 
the  flame,  but  the  fuel  may  be  wanting.  It  will 
die  out  of  itself.  And  tlien,  and  then  alone, 
shall  we  be  able  to  bear  patiently  Avith  the  taunts 
thrown  out  this  day  by  the  Senator  from  Ohio; 
then  alone  shall  we  be  able  to  hear  with  compo- 
sure his  threat  that  his  war-cry  is  issued  against 
the  South,  from  this  time  forward,  and  that  all 
his  energies  will  be  devoted  to  repealing  this 
bill,  and  overthrowing  the  principles  upon  which 
it  is  based. 

"  Let  the  American  people  understand  this 
subject  in  its  true  bearing  ;  let  the  North  once  be 
disabused  of  the  false  impression  that  the  South 
desires  any  advantage  over  it,  or  any  unequal 
share  of  the  privileges  of  the  Government ;  let 
oiir  friends  in  the  Northern  States  once  be  con- 
vinced that  all  we  ask  and  desire  is  the  simple 
privilege  of  being  let  alone ;  and  can  we  ask 
less  ?  Blest  or  cursed,  as  you  please,  with  an 
institution  which  we  find  established  among  us 
when  we  were  born,  and  which  will  probably 
exist  when  we  descend  to  our  graves,  an  insti- 
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♦ation  which  is  so  firmly  knit  among  us  that  it 
cannot  be  torn  out  without  tearing  up  the  very 
heart-strings  of  society,  is  it  wonderful,  is  it  un- 
reasonable, is  it  not  most  reasonable,  that  we 
should  ask  gentlemen  from  other  sections  of  the 
Confederacy  simply  to  let  us  alone  ?  We  ask  of 
you  the  passage  of  no  laio  ;  ice  ask  of  you  the  enact- 
ment of  no  statute,  any  further  than  to  put  us  back 
just  in  that  position  occupied  by  our  fathers  when 
they  acted  upon  the  principle  which  we  notv  invoke, 
(rf  leaving  each  sectio7i  of  the  Confederacy  free  to 
establish  and  maintain  its  own  internal  domestic  in- 
stitutions, and  promote  its  own  happiness  as  it  sees 
proper.  Here  is  then  a  second  great  principle 
which  I  see  in  this  bill,  and  for  the  establishment 
of  which,  I  say,  as  other  Senators  have  said  upon 
this  floor,  I  will  sacrifice  this  amendment  and  a 
thousand  others  like  it. 

"But  this  is  not  all.  The  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Toombs]  to-day  spoke  of  a  third  principle, 
and  he  anticipated  me  in  that  respect.  There 
is  the  great  fundamental  principle  of  American 
liberty  contained  in  the  provisions  of  the  bill. 
It  is  that  principle  which  laid  the  foundation  of 
American  independence.  It  is  that  principle  for 
the  establishment  of  which  we  owe  so  many  bless- 
ings to  the  memory  of  our  Revolutionary  sires — 
ay,  sir,  to  our  ante-Revolutionary  sires.  They 
first  planted  on  this  continent  the  germ  which  has 
grown  up  into  a  lofty  tree,  that  with  its  spread- 
ing branches  overshadows  and  protects  the 
nation.  They  first  enunciated  in  the  face  of 
the  civilized  world,  in  the  face  of  the  then 
almost  omnipotent  English  Parliament,  the  prin- 
ciple that  man  had  a  right  to  self-government. 
They  first  declared  that  it  was  against  the  in- 
herent rights  of  mankind  for  a  government  to 
legislate  for  the  local  interests  of  a  distant  de- 
pendency. They  declared — and  it  is  upon  tha4: 
your  Revolution  is  founded — that  the  people  of 
the  United  States,  although  colonial  dependencies 
of  Great  Britain,  were  entitled  to  representation 
in  the  British  Parliament,  or  to  be  exonerated 
from  the  duties  of  British  subjects.  All  thai  is 
asked  now  is  the  extension  of  this  same  principle  to 
the  Territories  of  the  United  States.  Here,  then, 
is  another  third  great  principle,  it  is  a  great 
measure  of  conciliation  between  conflicting  opi- 
nions in  dift^erent  parts  of  the  confederacy,  con- 
flicting opinions  which  have  found  their  enuncia- 
tions upon  this  floor.  The  honorable  Senator  from 
Michigan,  [Mr.  Cass,]  in  a  speech  replete  with 
sound  argument  and  true  Republican  principles, 
the  force  of  which  it  would  be  difficult  to  answer, 
has  advocated  in  this  Senate  the  doctrine  that 
there  is  an  inherent  right,  under  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  in  the  people  of  the  Terri- 
tories to  govern  themselves.  He  denies  the  con- 
stitutional power  of  Congress  to  legislate  for  those 
Territories.  The  Senator  from  Indiana,  [Mr. 
Pettit,]  and  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina, 
[Mr.  Badger,]  difi"er  in  opinion  from  him;  but 
as  the  iJenator  from  Georgia  said  this  morning, 
both  a^reo  that  it  is  unwise  to  exercise  the 
power  in  contradiction  to  the  will  of  the  people, 
even  if  v;e  admit  its  existence.  We  find,  then, 
that  this  principle  of  the  independence  and  self- 
government  of  the  people  in  the  distant  Territories 
of  the  Confederacy,  harmonizes  all  these  confiiciing 


opinions,  and  enables  us  to  banish  from  the  halls 

of  Congress  another  fertile  source  of  discontent  arvd 
excitement.''^ — See  Appendix  Congressional  Globe^ 
1st  Sess.  33d  Cong.,  vol.  29,  page  767. 

Extract  of  the  speech  of  Hon.  Howell 
Cobb,  of  Georgia,  at  Concord,  New  Hamp- 
shire, in  February,  1856 : — 

%  *  -X-  <<  On  the  subject  of  slavery,  as  upon 
all  other  issues  arising  before  the  people,  there 
is  but  one  question  and  one  answer.  It  is  not 
whether  slavery  is  right  or  wrong,  or  whether 
it  is  a  blessing  or  a  curse,  or  whether  it  shall  be 
increased  or  abolished,  but  the  only  questiou 
is,  What  says  the  Constitution?  And  the  only 
answer  should  be,  I  will  do  what  the  Constitution 
requires  to  be  done*  The  man  who  objects  to 
this  doctrine  wars  upon  the  principle  of  self- 
government  and  the  Constitution  of  his  country ; 
and  for  such  a  man  I  have  no  word  either  of 
argument  or  appeal." 

*  *  *  "Apply  this  principle  to  the  ques- 
tion which  now  so  deeply  agitafcs  the  public 
mind  of  this  country,  and  threatens  to  disturb 
its  peace  and  quiet.  In  the  Kansas  bill  it  was 
provided  that  this  vexed  question  of  slavery 
should  be  left  where  the  blood  of  the  Revolution 
put  it ;  where  the  great  principles  of  self-govern- 
ment leave  it — to  be  decided  by  the  people  of 
Kansas,  subject  only  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States.  That  bill  declares,  '  it  being  the 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  this  act  not  to  legis- 
late slavery  into  any  Territory  or  State,  nor  to 
exclude  it  therefrom,  but  to  leave  the  people 
thereof  free  to  form  and  regulate  their  domestic 
institutions  in  their  own  way,  subject  only  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States.'  Is  not  this 
provision  of  the  Kansas  law  in  strict  conformity, 
to  the  principles  Which  I  have  been  advocating, 
before  you  ? 

"  Are  not  the  people  of  that  Territory  better  capa^ 
ble  of  deciding  that  question  for  themselves  than 
either  you  or  the  people  of  Georgia,  or  any  other 
State,  for  them?  If  they  want  slavery,  you  have  n<t 
right  to  prevent ;  if  they  want  to  exclude  it,  the 
people  of  Georgia  have  no  right  to  force  it  upon 
them..  Give  to  them  the  same  right  which  you  now 
exercise;  and  when  their  decision  is  pronounced,  let 
the  people  of  all  the  Slates  abide  by  that  decision, 
just  as  we  noto  abide  by  the  decision  already  mode 
by  the  respective  States.  The  people  who  have  gone 
or  may  hereafter  go  to  Kansas  to  make  it  their 
homes,  are  just  as  honest  and  intelligent  and  as 
capable  of  self-government  as  they  were  before 
they  went  there.  They  need  no  advisers,  or 
counsellors,  or  guardians;  and  had  it  not  been 
for  the  organized  intermeddling  of  outsiders, 
whose  consciences  were  more  deeply  moved 
about  other  people's  sins  than  their  own,  would- 
have  quietly  and  peaceably  decided  this  question 
in  their  own  way,  conformably  to  their  owu 
wishes  and  interests,  under  the  organic  law  of 
the  Territory.  When  the  people  of  Kansas  shalL 
have  so  decided,  I  am  prepared  to  carry  out. 
their  decision,  whatever  it  may  be ;  and  shall 
vote  for  her  admission  whenever  she  applies 
with  a  suflficient  population,  and  presents  a  con- 
stitution republican  in  its  form,  and  fairly  repre- 
senting the  sentiment  of  her  people ;    and  the 
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fact  of  her  applying  as  a  free  or  slave  State  shall 
not  influence  my  action.  Believing  the  principle 
to  be  right,  I  shall  stand  by  it,  no  matter  what 
result  it  may  work  out. 

"  You  have  been  told  that  the  South  demands  the 
establishment  of  slavery  in  the  Territories.  I  am 
here  to  deny  the,  charge,  and  brand  it  as  false.  We 
make  no  such  demand.  On  the  contrary,  we  pro- 
test against  Congressional  intervention.  Our  doc- 
trine is,  to  leave  it  to  those  who  are  the  most  deeply 
interested  in  its  decision.  We  stand  upon  the 
principle  which  I  have  been  urging  before  you, 
and  offer  it  as  the  only  just  and  constitutional 
solution  of  an'  angry  and  exciting  controversy. 
it  has  been  adopted,  and  let  us  maintain  it.  It 
will  give  security  to  the  Constitution  and  peace 
to  the  Union.  It  will  calm  the  troubled  waters 
©f  sectional  strife,  and  restore  harmony  and 
good  feeling  to  a  distracted  country.  It  com- 
mends itself  to  us  from  its  own  intrinsic  merit. 
It  comes  to  us  sanctioned  by  the  wisdom  of  our 
fathers.  It  is  right  in  theory  and  right  in  prac- 
tice. It  has  worked  well  in  the  past,  and  will 
work  well  in  the  future.  It  presents  a  common 
ground  upon  which  all  true  men  of  every  State 
and  section  can  stand  harmoniously  together. 
It  compromises  no  principle  and  sacrifices  no 
interest.  It  is  the  doctrine  of  a  common  consti- 
tution ;  let  it  be  defined  by  a  united  people. 

'■^  Principles  riever  diang^. ,  Truth  is  mighty,  and 
will  prevail.^''  r;  . 

Extract  of  the  speech  of  Gen.  Joseph 
Lane,  of  Oregon,  at  Concord,  New  Hamp- 
shire, in  September,  1856  : — 

"Now,  gentlemen,  there  is  nothing  particular, 
nothing  new,  in  that,  for  it  is  not  the  first  time 
that  Congress  has  passed  laws  organizing  Ter- 
ritories. But  that  law  organizing  the  Territo- 
ries of  Kansas  and  Nebraska  placed  in  the  hands 
of  the  Opposition  a  pretext  for  attacking  Demo- 
cratic principles.  They  raised  a  hue  and  cry 
throughout  the  country  that  the  area  of  slavery 
was  to  be  extended — that  new  slave  States  were 
to  be  added  to  the  Union..  Is  there  any  thing  in 
the  Kaosaej-Nebraska  bill, to  justify  this  hue  and 
cry,  and  the  consequent  excitement? 

"There  is  nothing  in  the  law,  gentlemen,  but 
what  every  enlightened  American  heart  should 
approve.  The  idea  incorporated  in  the  Kansas- 
Nebraska  hill  is  the  true  American  principle:  for 
.the  bill  does  not  esiabhsh  or  prohibit  slavery,  but 
le,aves  the  people  of  these  Territories  perfectly  free 
to  regulate  their  own  local  affairs  in  their  own  way. 
Is  there  any  man  who  can  object  to  that  idea? 
Is  there  any  American  citizen  who  can  oppose 
that  principle? 

"Gentlemen,  I  desire  to  say  to  you  that  the 
principle  incorporated  into  the  Kansas-Nebraska 
bill  is  the  very  .principle  in  defence  of  which 
your  forefathers  entered  into  the  service  of  their 
country  in  the  E.evolutionary  war;  for  the  Ameri- 
can colonies,  two  years  previous  to  the  Declara- 
iion  of  Independence,  asserted  this, same  principle 
we  now  find  incorporated  in  the  Kansas-Nebraska 
bill. 

"Upon  exanaination,  you  will  find  that  the 
Declaration  of  Rights,  made  October  14,  1774, 
asserts  that  the  people  of  the  several  colonies  '  are 


entitled  to  a  free  and  exclusive  power  of  legislation 
in  their  several  provincial  legislatures  in  all  cases 
of  internal  polity.'  This  was  refused  by  the 
Crown,  but  reasserted  by  our  forefathers.  Upon 
this  issue  the  battles  of  the  Revolution  were 
fought ;  by  the  blood  of  our  fathers  this  princi- 
ple of  self-government  was  established.  This 
right,  refused  by  the  King,  was  secured,  conse- 
crated, and  established  by  the  best  blood  that 
ever  flowed  in  the  veins  of  man.  Would  you 
now  refuse  to  the  people  of  the  Territories  the 
rights  your  noble  sires  demanded  of  the  Crown, 
and  won  by  their  blood — thus  placing  yourselves 
in  opposition  to  the  right  of  self-government  in 
the  Territories,  thereby  occupying  the  very  po- 
sition towards  the  Territories  that  George  HI. 
did  to  the  colonies? 

"The  simple  question  involved  here  is,  *Are 
the  people  capable  of  regulating  their  internal 
aflairj,  or  must  Congress  regulate  those  aflairs 
for  them  ?'  It  is  strictly  the  doctrine  of  Con- 
gressional non-intervention.  Now,  if  that  idea 
is  the  correct  one — if  it  is  true  that  the  Ameri- 
can people  are  capable  of  self-government — then 
the  principles  of  the  Kansas-Nebraska  bill  are 
right,  and  opposition  to  that  bill  is  wrong;  con- 
sequently, dangerous  to  the  best  interests  of  the 
country. 

"I  only  desire  to  say  to  you  further,  gentle- 
men, that  I  hail  from  the  shores  of  the  Pacific. 
I  come  from  a  Territory  where  the  people  are 
capable  of  managing  their  own  domestic  affairs. 
I  come  from  a  Territory  where  they  would  not 
thank  the  people  of  New  Hampshire,  nor  the 
people  who  are  represented  by  my  honorable 
friend  from  South  Carolina,  nor  the  people  from 
any  other  State  of  this  Union,  for  interfering  in 
their  local  and  domestic  affairs.  I  come  from  a 
l^erritory  that  had  imposed  upon  her,  in  her  or- 
ganic act,  the  Wilmot  proviso.  I  went  out  un- 
der the  law  of  Congress  as  the  first  governor 
of  Oregon,  and  the  only  word  I  heard  uttered 
against  this  law  was,  that  Congress  should  have 
interfered  in  any  of  our  affairs.  ^Why,'  it  was 
asked,  '  should  Congress  prohibit  us  from  exercising 
our  Judgment  in  relation  to  slavery,  or  any  other 
local  question  V  The  question  of  slavery  is  safe 
with  the  people ;  and  it  is  no  more  restricted  by 
the  Wilmot  proviso  than  it  would  be  without  it, 
for  slavery  is  a  thing  that  wdll  regulate  itself. 

"  Climate,  soil,  products,  commerce,  busiuess, 
profit  on  investment — these  are  the  things  that 
must  and  will  settle  the  question  of  slavery. 
Leave  Kansas  and  Nebraska  to  look  after  their 
own  affairs,  and  if  there  is  a  man  among  you 
who  would  join  an  Emigrant  Aid  Society  for  the 
purpose  of  interfering  in  the  domestic  concerns 
of  Kansas,  set  him  down  as  an  unfortunate  man 
— as  one  who  does  not  understand  the  true  policy 
of  his  country — as  one  who  does  not  know  the 
e\il  he  is  about  to  inflict  upon  the  Constitution 
and  the  Union.  If  these  Emigrant  Aid  Societies 
and  the  agitators  of  this  question  would  leave 
the  people  of  Kansas  to  settle  this  matter  for 
themselves,  there  would  be  no  difficulty  there. 

"The  question  of  slavery  is  a  most  perplexing 
one,  and  ought  not  to  be  agitated.  We  should 
leave  it  with  the  State  where  it  constitutionally 
exists,  and  the  people  of  the  Territories,  to  pro-- 
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hibit  or  establish,  as  to  them  may  seem  right 
and  proper." 

♦•AH  that  the  Democracy  asks  in  relation  to 
this  matter  is,  that  the  people  of  the  Territory 
should  be  left  perfectly  free  to  settle  the  ques- 
tion of  slavery  for  themselves,  without  the  in- 
terference of  New  Hampshire,  Massachusetts,  or 
any  other  State." 

<'  If  every  American  citizen  had  that  feeling, 
that  love  of  country,  that  love  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, of  the  right  of  the  States,  and  of  the  prin- 
ciple of  allowing  the  people  to  regulate  their 
own  affairs  in  their  respective  localities,  we 
should  have  peace  and  quiet  among  the  people 
of  all  the  States." 

Extract  of  the  Special  Message  of  Presi- 
dent Pierce  to  Congress  on  Kansas  Affairs, 
of  January  24,  1856:— 

*'  The  act  to  organize  the  Territories  of  Nebras- 
ka and  Kansas  was  a  manifestation  of  the  legisla- 
tive opinion  of  Congress  on  two  great  points  of 
constitutional  construction:  one,  that  the  desig- 
nation of  the  boundaries  of  a  new  Territory, 
and  provision  for  its  political  organization  and 
administration  as  a  Territory,  are  measures 
which  of  right  fall  within  the  powers  of  the 
General  Government ;  and  the  other,  that  the 
inhabitants  of  any  such  Territory,  considered  as 
an  inchoate  State,  are  entitled,  in  the  exercise 
of  self-government,  to  determine  for  themselves 
what  shall  be  their  own  domestic  institutions, 
subject  only  to  the  Constitution  and  the  laws 
duly  enacted  by  Congress  under  it,  and  to  the 
power  of  the  existing  States  to  decide,  according 
to  the  provisions  and  principles  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, at  what  time  the  Territory  shall  be  received 
as  a  State  into  tlie  Union.  Such  are  the  great 
political  rights  which  are  solemnly  declared  and 
affirmed  by  that  act." — Cong.  Globe,  vol.  32, 
part  1,  p.  296. 

Extract  of  the  remarks  of  Hon.  W.  A. 
Richardson,  of  Illinois,  the  Democratic  can- 
didate for  Speaker,  in  reply  to  certain 
questions  propounded  to  him  by  Mr.  Zolli- 
coffer,  of  Tennessee,  on  the  12th  of  Janu- 
ary, 1856  : — 

"  Mr.  Richardson.  Mr.  Clerk,  gentlemen 
have  chosen,  by  written  interrogatories,  to  in- 
quire into  the  political  opinions  of  gentlemen 
who  have  been  voted  for  upon  this  floor,  in  rela- 
tion to  questions  past,  present,  and  future.  I 
know  not,  and  care  not,  whether  the  object  is 
discussion  here  or  discussion  somewhere  else. 
I  hold  them  to  the  issues  presented  to  me,  and  I 
shall  endeavor  to  answer  their  questions  as  fully, 
freely,  aud  frankly  as  may  be  possible. 

"I  now  send  to  the  Clerk's  desk  the  questions 
which  have  been  propounded  to  me,  and  I  ask 
that  the  first  of  them  may  be  read." 

The  Clerk  read  the  first  question,  as  follows: — 

"  Am  I  right  in  supposing  that  the  gentleman 
from  IHini>^  (Mr.  Richardson)  regards  the 
Kansas-Nebraska  bill  as  promotive  of  the  form- 
ation of  free  States  in  the  Territories  of  Kan- 
sas and  Nebraska  ?" 

"Mr.  Richardson.  In  reply  to  the  first  ques- 
tion of  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee,  (Mr.  Zol- 


licoffer,)  I  have  to  say,  that  I  voted  for  the  bills 
organizing  the  Territories  of  Nebraska  and  Kan- 
sas because  I  thought  them  just  to  all,  and  I 
defended  that  vote  before  my  constituents  upon 
that  ground.  I  intended  then,  and  I  intend 
now,  that  the  people  who  go  there,  or  who  have 
gone  there,  shall  decide  the  question  of  slavery 
for  themselves,  and,  so  far  as  I  could,  admit 
them  as  States,  with  or  without  slavery,  as  the 
people  should  decide.  In  common  with  North- 
ern and  Southern  gentlemen,  I  have  said  that, 
in  my  opinion,  slavery  would  never  go  there ; 
but  1  have  never,  here  or  elsewhere,  urged  that 
as  a  reason  why  I  voted  for  that  bill.  1  voted 
for  the  bill  because  it  was  just,  right,  and  proper, 
and  wanted  nothing  more  to  defend  myself.  I 
repeat  here  an  argument  I  have  made  over  and 
over  again  before  my  constituents,  and  it  is  this  : 
if  a  majority  of  the  people  of  Kansas  or  Nebras- 
ka are  in  favor  of  slavery,  they  will  have  it ;  if 
a  majority  are  opposed-  to  it,  then  they  will  not 
have  it.  This  is  the  practical  result  of  every 
theory  advocated  by  the  friends  of  the  Nebraska 
and  Kansas  bill.  I  gave  my  sanction  to  this 
principle  in  supporting  the  Territorial  bills  of 
1850,  and  have  uniformly  supported  the  same 
principles  since,  whenever  presented  for  my 
action,  and  shall  continue  to  do  so  in  all  future 
cases  that  may  arise.  It  is  a  principle  lining  at 
the  foundation  of  all  popular  governments,  that 
the  people  of  each  separate  or  distinct  commu- 
nity shall  decide  for  themselves  the  nature  and 
character  of  the  institutions  under  which  they 
shall  live ;  and  by  this  principle  1  am  prepared 
to  live  and  die.  I  therefore  voted  for  the  Ne- 
braska and  Kansas  bill,  neither  as  a  pro-slavery 
nor  anti-slavery  measure,  but  as  a  measure  of 
equal  right  and  justice  to  the  people  of  all  sec- 
tions of  our  common  country.'*' 

•K-  4fr  *  *  -x-  -x- 

{The  second  question  related  to  the  Wilmot 
proviso,  and  is,  therefore,  omitted,  as  of  no  per- 
tinence herein.] 

The  Clerk  then  read  the  third  interrogatory, 
as  follows  : — 

"Am  I  right  in  supposing  that  his  theory  is, 
that  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  does 
not  carry  slavery  to,  and  protect  it  in,  the  Ter- 
ritories of  the  United  States  ?  That  in  the  terri- 
tory acquired  from  Mexico  and  France,  (inclu- 
ding Kansas  and  Nebraska,)  the  Missouri  re- 
striction was  necessary  to  make  the  territory 
free,  because  slavery  existed  there  under  France 
at  the  time  of  the  acquisition  ;  but  that  the  Kan- 
sas and  Nebraska  bill,  which  repeals  that  re- 
striction, but  neither  legislates  slavery  into  those 
Territories  nor  excludes  it  therefrom,  in  his 
opinion,  leaves  those  Territories  without  either 
local  or  constitutional  law  protecting  slavery  ; 
and  that  therefore  the  Kansas-Nebraska  bill  pro- 
motes the  formation  of  slave  States  in  Kansas 
and  Nebraska  ?" 

"  Mr.  Richardson.  The  Constitution  does  not, 
in  my  opinion,  carry  the  institutions  of  any  of 
the  States  into  the  Territories  ;  but  it  affords 
the  same  protection  there  to  the  institutions  of 
one  State  as  to  another.  The  citizen  of  Virginia 
is  as  much  entitled,  in  the  common  territory,  to 
the  protection  of  his  property,  under  the  Consti- 
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tution,  aa  the  citizen  of  Illinois ;  but  both  are 
dependent  upon  the  legislation  of  the  Territo- 
rial government  for  laws  to  protect  their  pro- 
perty, of  whatever  kind  it  may  be.  Thus,  it 
will  be  seen,  that  though  there  may  be  upon 
this  point  a  difference  theoretically — involving 
questions  for  judicial  decision — yet  there  is  none, 
practically,  among  the  friends  of  non-interven- 
tion by  Congress,  as  the  pi'actical  result  is  to 
place  the  decision  of  the  questions  in  the  hands 
of  those  who  are  most  deeply  interested  in  its 
solution,  namely,  the  people  of  the  Territory, 
who  have  made  it  their  home,  and  whose  inte- 
rests are  most  deeply  involved  in  the  character  of 
the  institutions  under  which  they  are  to  live." — 
Gong.  Globe,  vol.  32,  part  1,  p.  222. 

The  vote  for  Speaker  next  after  Mr.  Richard- 
son answered  to  the  questions  of  Mr.  Zollicofifer, 
which  was  the  108th,  resulted  in  his  receiving 
the  full  Democratic  vote — 69  votes,  of  which 
fifty-three  were  from  the  South,  and  sixteen 
from  the  North.  Those  from  the  South  are  in 
italics.  .  The  108th  vote  for  Mr.  Richardson  was 
as  follows : — 

^^ For  Mr.  Rtchardson.-^M.essTS.  Aiken,  Allen, 
Barclay,  Barksdale,  Bell,  Hendley  S.  Bennett, 
Bocock,  Bowie,  Boyce,  Branch,  Burnett,  Cadwal- 
lader,  Caruihers,  Caskie,  Clingman,  Howell  Cobb, 
W.  R.  W-  Cobb,  Craige,  Davidson,  Denver,  Dow- 
dell,  Edmundson,  Elliott,  English,  Faulkner, 
Florence,  Thomas  J.  D.  Fuller,  Goode,  Green- 
wood, Augustus  Hall,  Sampson  W.  Harris, 
Thomas  L.  Harris,  Herbert,  Hickman,  Houston, 
Jewett,  Geo.  W.  Jones,  Keitt,  Kelly,  Kidwell, 
Letcher,  Lumpkin,  S.  S.  Marshall,  Maxwell,  Mc- 
Mullin,  McQueen,  Smith  Miller,  Ilillson,  Mor- 
decai,  Oliver,  Orr,  Peck,  Phelps,  Powell,  Quitman, 
Ruffin,  Rust,  Sandidge,  Savage,  Samuel  A.  Smith, 
Wm.  Smith,  Stephens,  Stewart,  Talbott,  Vail, 
Warner,  Watkins,  Winslow,  Daniel  B.  Wright, 
and  John  V.  Wright." — Cong.  Globe,  vol.  32, 
part  1,  page  228.  . 

Extract  of  the  speech  of  Hon.  James  M. 
Mason,  of  Virginia,  in  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States,  May  25,  1854  : — 

"Then,  Mr.  President,  where  do  we  stand? 
Here  is  a  bill  repealing  and  forever  annulling  a 
measure  always  odious  to  the  South,  and  offen- 
sive to  its  honor,  voluntarily  brought  forward 
from  a  quarter  where  the  majority  resides  ;  and 
is  the  South  to  reject  it  because  it  contains,  also, 
an  incidental  policy  on  a  different  principle, 
which  we  do  not  approve  ?  For  one,  sir,  with  a 
clear,  unhesitating  judgment,  I  answer,  no.' 

•'  Mr.  President,  I  am  not  going  to  discuss 
this  question  of  squatter  sovereignty,  on  which 
my  honorable  friend  from  Michigan  (Mr.  Qiss) 
appears  to  be  so  very  sensitive.  I  do  not  recog- 
nize the  inhabitants  of  a  Territory  as  a  political 
conununity  at  all.  The  very  act  of  Congress 
which  provides  a  government  for  the  Territory 
is  a  negation  of  the  right  of  the  inhabitants  to 
do  it  for  tliemselves.  They  are  mere  occupants 
of  the  public  domain,  nothing  else.  And  it  has 
b«?.en  only  because  Congress  deemed  it  expedient 
to  give  them  a  right  of  legislation;  reserving  to 
itself  a  power  of  revision,  that  the  Territories 
have  any  political  existence  whatever.     But  when 


Congress  delegate  the  power  to  them,  it  is  a 
mere  delegation,  and  how  Congress  measures  it 
out  is  a  matter  of  expediency,  not  of  principle. 
And  from  the  experience  which  the  South- 
ern States  have  had  of  the  tendencies  of 
Congress  heretofore  on  the  subject  of  slavery, 
I  do  not  know  that  we  may  not  quite  as  safely 
trust  the  people,  come  from  where  they  may, 
as  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  with  that 
institution. 

"I  say,  then,  Mr.  President,  to  sum  up,  this 
bill  is  objectionable  in  some  of  its  features,  it  is 
true.  It  is  objectionable  in  that  feature  of  it,  for 
one,  which  does  not  deny  the  people  the  right  to 
legislate  on  the  subject  of  slavery.  It  is  also 
objectionable  in  that  clause  tDf  it  which  provides 
that  foreigners — those  not  naturalized — shall 
participate  in  the  political  power  of  the  Terri- 
tory. These,  however,  are  questions  of  expedi- 
ency alone. '  There  is  no  principle,  far  less  any 
constitutional  law,  involved  in  them  ;  and  if  wQ 
can  get  the  other  and  higher  principle  established 
on  your  statute-book,  that  henceforth  power  is 
denied  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to 
legislate  for  the  exclusion  of  slavery,  by  yielding 
the  question  of  expediency,  I  do  not  think  w« 
shall  be  rebuked  for  a  bad  bargain." — See  vol. 
29  App.  Cong.  Globe,  page  774. 

And  again,  on  the  11th  December,  1856, 
Mr.  Mason  said : — 

*'I  wish  to  make  an  explanation  in  which  I 
have  more  interest  than  anybody  eke,  in  refer- 
ence to  some  remarks  on  this  very  topic  which 
were  interpolated  into  the  debate  at  the  time 
when  the  Senator  from  Maine  (Mr.  Fessenden) 
occupied  the  floor,  and  which  seem  to  have  been 
the  subject  of  misrepresentation.  These  remarks 
were  in  reference  to  the  much  disputed  question 
of  squatter  sovereignty.  It  has  beeri  supposed, 
not  only  in  the  Senate,  but  elsewhere,  that  I 
mean  to  admit  a  power  in  territorial  legislation, 
to  prohibit  slavery  in  a  Territory.  The  remarks 
which  I  made  may  have  been,  for  all  that  I  know, 
correctly  reported  in  the  Globe.  I  did  not  revise 
them.     Here  they  are  : — 

"'The  territorial  government  was  so  organ- 
ized there  as  to  admit  citizens  of  all  the  States, 
whether  free  or  slave,  to  take  their  property 
into  the  Territories ;  and  when  they  organized 
themselves,  or  were  organized  under  the  law, 
into  a  legislative  body,  then  to  determine  for 
themselves  whether  this  institution  should  exist 
amongst  them  or  not.  The  specific  difference  is, 
that  under  the  Kansas  law,  citizens  from  the 
slaveholding  States  might  go  into  the  Territory] 
with  their  property ;  citizens  from  the  free  States 
might  go  there,  holding  no  such  property,  and 
when  they  got  there  and  met  in  common  council 
as  a  legislative  body,  they  should  determine 
whether  the  institution  should  prevail ;  whereas, 
the  party  which  the  honorable  Senator  is  now 
representing  here  declares  that  in  the  organic 
law  creating  the  government  in  the  Territory 
there  shall  be  a  prohibition  in  limine  that  na 
slaves  shall  go  there.' 

"  These  remarks  had  reference  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  a  previous  debate,  and  to  positions  I 
then  maintained :  but  occupying  the  floor  by  the 
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conrtesy  of  the  Senator  entitled  to  it,  I  was  ne- 
eessarily  brief,  and  may  have  left  my  meaning 
obscure. 

"The  previous  debate  had  reference  to  the 
issues  raised  by  the  Kansas-Nebraska  bill,  and 
"what  I  intended  to  say,  and  in  a  more  elaborate 
form,  would  have  said,  was  this,  that  those  with 
whom  I  act  have  uniformly  denied  any  power 
whatever  in  Congress  to  legislate  on  the  subject 
of  slavery  in  the  Territories.  The  Kansas  bill 
was  intended  to  delegate  to  the  occupants  of  the 
Territories  whatever  power  Congress  possessed 
over  all  subjects  of  rightful  legislation ;  but  of 
course  it  could  delegate  no  more  ;  and  when  we 
denied  that  Congress  possessed  any  power  to 
legislate  on  the  subject  of  slavery,  we  of  course 
denied  that  the  Territorial  Legislature  could 
have  it,  because  Congress  could  not  delegate 
what  it  does  not  possess.  I  did  not  amplify  to 
show  what  the  Kansas  bill  shows  on  its  face, 
that,  in  order  to  make  the  meaning  more  specific, 
the  power  to  legislate  on  any  subject  was,  by  the 
terms  of  the  bill,  referred  to  the  Constitution; 
and  express  power  was  given,  by  an  appeal  to 
the  Supreme  Court,  to  determine  whether  the 
Legislature  could,  or  could  not,  rightfully  legis- 
late on  the  subject  of  slavery.  I  could  not  oc- 
cupy the  time  which  belonged  to  the  Senator 
from  Maine,  to  elaborate  the  idea;  but  I  referred 
to  the  Kansas  bill  to  determine  what  power  was 
conceded,  and  of  course,  when  we  determined  as 
our  judgment  that  the  Constitution  gave  to  Con- 
gress no  power  to  legislate  on  the  subject  of 
slavery,  it  followed  that  the  bill  could  not  dele- 
gate such  power  to  a  Territorial  Legislature; 
but  as,  on  the  other  side,  it  was  claimed  that 
Congress  did  possess  the  power,  the  bill  imme- 
diately referred  the  question  to  the  Constitution 
and  the  Judiciary,  where  we  had  been  always 
willing  to  send  it.  I  desired  to  say  this  only, 
that  I  might  not  be,  as  I  have  been,  misinter- 
preted. I  am  indebted  to  the  courtesy  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  in  yielding  me  the 
floor  for  this  purpose." — rSee  Congressional  Globe, 
8d  Sess.  33d  Cong.,  page  92. 

Extract  of  a  speech  of  Hon.  James  A. 
Bayard,  of  Delaware,  in  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States,  May  25,  1854  :— 

''  The  honorable  Senator  from  Louisiana  (Mr. 
Benjamin)  stated  three  principles  as  embodied 
in  the  bill.  In  the  first  place  it  repeals  an  ideal 
arbitrary  line  which  tended  to  create  and  foster 
sectional  differences  in  the  country.  I  admit 
that  it  does  that.  But  is  that  a  principle,  or  is 
it  merely  a  repeal  of  an  act  of  Congress  which 
may  be  again  enacted,  and  which,  whether  re- 
pealed or  permitted  to  remain,  will  have  no  prac- 
tical elFect  on  the  future  political  condition  of 
the  country  to  which  it  applies,  whether  as  States 
or  Territories  ?  The  second,  that  is  the  great 
principle  of  the  bill,  is  the  reniinciation  by  Con- 
gress of  all  authority  to  legislate  in  regard  to 
the  institution  of  slavery,  either  for  its  establish- 
ment or  its  prohibition,,  beyond  the  two  articles 
contained  in  the  Constitution,  which  delegate 
two  express  powers  in  relation  to  slavery,  one 
to  prohibit  the  slave-trade,  and  the  second  to 
provide  for  the  reclamation  of  fugitive  slaves 


who  may  escape  into  other  States  where  slavery 
is  not  recognized  by  law. 

•'1  agree  with  the  honorable  Senator  from 
Louisiana  as  to  the  importance  of  this  principle; 
it  seems  to  include  within  it  the  necessity  for  the 
repeal  of  the  Missouri  Compromise  line.  The 
honorable  Senator  from  Virginia  (Mr.  Mason) 
assumes  substantially  the  same  position,  placing 
the  importance  of  the  bill  on  the  single  ground 
that  it  establishes  the  principle  of  non-interven- 
tion by  Congress  with  the  institution  of  slavery 
in  the  Territories,  as  well  as  the  States  of  this 
Union.  Mr.  President,  I  consider  that  an  im- 
portant principle  ;  and  if  I  supposed  the  effect 
of  this  bill  would  be  to  remove  from  the  halls  of 
Congress  all  agitation  in  regard  to  the  question 
of  slavery  hereafter ;  if  I  supposed  that  it  would 
bury  forever  hereafter  this  whole  question  of 
abolition,  I  would  sacrifice  almost  any  of  the 
other  opinions  which  I  entertain  in  order  to  vote 
for  the  bill." — See  App.  Cong.  Globe,  vol.  29,  p. 
775. 

Extract  of  a  speech  of  the  Hon.  John" 
Pettit,  of  Indiana,  (lately  appointed  Chief 
Justice  of  Kansas,)  in  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States,  February  20,  1854 : — 

"There  is  one  provision  in  this  bill,  however, 
which,  in  order  that  the  bill  may  harmonize  with 
provisions  already  adopted  upon  that  subject,  it 
would  seem  to  me  ought  to  be  stricken  out.  It 
will  be  recollected  that  the  people  are  expressly 
authorized  to  legislate  upon  all  subjects  what- 
soever, slavery  included.  They  may  either  esta- 
blish or  abolish  it  at  their  pleasure  and  at  their 
will  if  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  allows 
it.  Such  is  my  understanding  of  it,  and  such  is 
my  desire  that  it  should  be.  But,  to  make  the 
question  plainer  and  clearer,  and  to  rid  it  of  all 
difiiculties,  I  will  suggest,  if  I  do  not  move,  the 
striking  out  of  tire  following  provision  in  the 
sixth  section : — 

"  'That  all  laws  passed  by  the  Assembly,  and 
approved  by  the  Governor,  shall  be  submitted  to 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  and,  if  disap- 
proved, shall  be  null  and  of  none  effect.' 

"My  desire  is  to  authorize  the  people  of  the 
Territory  to  legislate  upon  all  legitimate  subjects 
of  legislation  without  let  or  hindrance  by  this 
government." — See  App.  Cong.  Globe,  1st  ses- 
sion 33d  Congress,  vol.  29,  p.  212. 

[The  provision  referred  to  by  Mr.  Pettit  in 
reference  to  the  laws  being  disapproved  by  Con- 
gress was  subsequently  stricken  out.] 

Extract  of  a  speech  of  the  Hon.  A.  P. 
Butler,  of  South  Carolina,  delivered  in  the 
United  States  Senate,  March  2,  1854: — 

"Now,  I  believe  that  under  the  provifeions  of 
this  bill,  and  of  the  Utah  and  New  Mexico  bills, 
there  will  be  a  perfect  carte  blanche  given  to  the 
Territorial  Legislature  to  legislate  as  they  may 
think  proper.  I  am  willing,  as  1  said  before,  to 
trust  the  discretion  and  honesty  and  good  faith 
of  the  people  on  whom  we  devolve  this  power ; 
but  I  can  never  consent  that  the}"^  can  take  it  of 
themselves,  or  that  it  belongs  to  them  Avithout 
delegating  it;  for  I  think  they  are  our  deputies, 
— limited,    controllable   deputies,    not  squatter 
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sovereigns,  I  am  willing  to  say  that  the  people 
of  the  Territories  of  Nebraska  and  Kansas  shall 
be  deputed  by  Congress  to  pass  such  laws  as  may 
be  within  their  constitutional  competency  to  pass, 
and  nothing  more.  Is  not  that  an  honorable,  fair, 
liberal  trust  to  an  intelligent  people  ?  I  am  will- 
ing to  trust  them.  I  have  been  willing  to  trust 
them  iu  Utah  and  New  Mexico,  where  the  Mexi- 
can law  prevailed,  and  I  am  willing  to  trust  them 
in  Nebraska  and  Kansas,  where  the  French  law, 
according  to  the  idea  of  the  gentleman,  may  pos- 
sibly be  revived." — See  App.  Cong.  Globe,  1st 
session  33d  Congress,  vol.  29,  p.  292. 

Extract  of  a  speech  of  the  Hon.  R.  M.  T. 
Hunter,  of  Virginia,  delivered  in  the  United 
States  Senate,  February  24,  1854 : — 

"  The  bill  provides  that  the  Legislatures  of 
these  Territories  shall  have  power  to  legislate 
over  all  rightful  subjects  of  legislation  consist- 
ently with  the  Constitution.  And  if  they  should 
assume  powers  which  are  thought  to  be  incon- 
sistent with  the  Constitution,  the  courts  will 
decide  that  question  wherever  it  may  be  raised. 
There  is  a  difference  of  opinion  among  the  fi-iends 
of  this  measure  as  to  the  extent  of  the  limits 
which  the  Constitution  imposes  upon  the  Terri- 
torial Legislatures.  This  bill  proposes  to  leave 
these  differences  to  the  decision  of  the  courts. 
To  that  tribunal  I  am  willing  to  leave  this  de- 
cision, as  it  was  once  before  proposed  to  be  left 
by  the  celebrated  compromise  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware,  (Mr.  Clayton) — ^a  measure  which, 
according  to  my  understanding,  was  the  best  com- 
promise which  was  offered  upon  this  subject  of 
slavery.  I  say,  then,  that  I  ara  willing  to  leave 
this  point,  upon  which  the  f;  lends  of  the  bill  are 
at  difference,  to  the  decision  of  the  courts." — 
See  App.  Cong.  Globe,  1st  session  38d  Congress, 
vol.  29,  p.  224. 

Extract  of  a  speech  of  the  Hon.  Egbert 
Toombs,  of  Georgia,  in  the  Senate  of  the 
Tlnited  States,  February  28,  1856  :— 

"We  who  passed  this  Kansas  bill,  both  at  the 
North  and  the  South,  intend  to  maintain  its  prin- 
ciples ;  we  do  not  intend  to  be  driven  from  them 
by  clamor,  nor  hj  assaults,  nor  by  falsehoods, 
nor  by  any  other  invention  of  its  faithless  and 
impotent  assailants.  These  principles  we  ex- 
pound for  ourselves.  We  intend  that  the  actual 
bona  fide  settlers  of  Kansas  shall  be  protected  in 
the  full  exercise  of  all  the  rights  of  freemen; 
that,  unawed  and  uncontrolled,  they  shall  freely 
and  of  their  own  will  legislate  for  themselves  to 
every  extent  allowed  by  the  Constitution  while 
they  have  a  Territorial  government,  and  when 
they  shall  be  in  a  condition  to  come  into  the 
Union,  and  may  desire  it,  that  they  shall  come 
into  the  Union,  with  whatever  republican  consti- 
tution they  may  prefer  and  adopt  for  themselves; 
that  in  the  exercise  of  these  rights  they  shall  be 
protected  against  insurrection  from  within  and 
invasion  from  without.  The  rights  are  accorded 
to  them  without  any  reference  to  the  result,  and 
will  be  maintained,  in  my  opinion,  by  the  South 
and  the  North.  I  stood  upon  this  ground  in  the 
passage  of  the  bill.  I  shall  maintain  it  with 
fidelity  and  honor  to  the  last  extremity."  *-!«■* 


"Against  all  these  conflicting  efforts  and  opI« 
nions,  the  friends  of  the  Constitution,  justice, 
and  equality  have  hitherto  held,  and  will  con- 
tinue to  hold,  the  scales  of  justice  even  and 
unshaken.  We  still  tell  all  the  owners  of  this 
public  domain  to  enter  and  enjoy  it,  both  in  the 
North  and  the  South,  with  property  of  every  sort, 
exercise  the  full  powers  of  American  freemen ; 
legislate  for  yourselves  to  any  and  every  extent, 
and  upon  any  and  every  subject  allowed  by  our 
common  Constitution.  The  Federal  Government 
will  protect  you  against  all  who  attempt  to  disturb 
you  in  the  exercise  of  these  invaluable  rights; 
and  when  you  have  become  powerful  and  strong 
enough  to  bear  the  burdens,  and  desire  it,  we 
will  admit  you  into  the  family  of  sovereigns 
without  reference  to  your  opinions  and  your 
action  upon  African  slavery.  Decide  that  ques- 
tion for  yourselves,  and  we  will  sustain  your 
decision,  because  it  is  your  right  to  make  it. 
This  is  the  policy  of  the  Kansas  bill ;  it  wrongs 
no  man — no  section  of  our  common  country. — 
See  Appendix  Cong.  Globe,  1st  Session  34th  Con- 
gress, vol.  33,  p.  116. 

In  alluding  to  the  same  subject  in  the  Se- 
nate, on  the  9th  of  July,  1856,  Mr.  Toombs 
again  said : — 

"  I  thought  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Govern- 
ment to  protect  slave  property  in  the  Territories 
until  they  should  come  into  the  Union  as  States, 
and  then  let  them  do  as  they  pleased.  There 
was  not  a  large  party  to  sustain  this  doctrine;, 
but  I  believed  it  was  right  then,  and  believe  so 
now.  But  a  large  portion  of  the  South  and  a 
great  number  of  the  North,  true  National  men, 
said,  *  Let  us  leave  the  people  of  the  Territo- 
ries to  pass  on  this  and  all  other  domestic  rela- 
tions as  far  as  the  Constitution  will  allow.'  I 
agreed  to  it.  Congress  adopted  it  and  incorpo- 
rated it  into  the  bills  of  1850.  The  Senator 
from  Maine  says  it  is  not  there.  I  offer  him  this 
evidence :  three-fourths  of  the  Senate,  and  those 
who  supported  those  measures,  say  it  is  there. 
He  has  opposed  both,  but  he  undertakes  to  con- 
strue our  meaning  for  us.  I  do  not  consider  him 
a  good  expounder  of  others'  creeds." — See  Ap- 
pendix Cong.  Globe,  1st  Sess.  34th  Cong.,  vol.  33, 
p.  870. 

Extracts  of  the  speech  of  Hon.  S.  A.  Smith, 
of  Tennessee,  delivered  in  the  House  of  Re>- 
presentatives,  June  25,  1856  : — 

"The  controlling  minds  in  that  hour  (1850) 
which  tried  the  strength  of  the  band  which  binds 
us,  (Cass,  Clay,  and  Webster,)  found  no  solution 
of  the  problem  which  they  were  compelled  to 
solve,  but  in  the  great  fundamental  principle 
which  relieved  our  fathers  from  like  difficulties 
in  the  formation  and  adoption  of  the  Constitu- 
tion itself. 

"For  twenty  years  this  question  had  agitated 
Congress  and  the  country  without  a  single  bene- 
ficial result.  They  resolved  that  it  should  be 
transferi'ed  from  these  halls,  that  all  unconstitu- 
tional restrictions  should  be  removed,  and  that 
the  people  shov^ld  determine  for  themselves  the 
character  of  their  local  and  domestic  institutions 
under  which  they  were  to  live,  with  precisely  Hxq 
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•same  rights,  but  no  greater  than  those  which 
"were  enjoyed  by  the  old  thirteen  States. 

"Excitement  was  intense  and  glamor  loud,  but 
the  sober  judgment  of  the  people  ratified  the 
oonstitutional  action  of  their  representatives. 

"  In  1851  the  same  question  was  presented 
when  the  necessity  arose  for  the  organization  of 
the  Territories  of  Kansas  and  Nebraska,  and  the 
identical  principle  was  applied  for  its  solution. 
T,  for  one,  as  a  Southern  man,  did  not  accept  it 
with  reference  to  any  result  which  it  might  pro- 
bably produce.  I  accepted  it  because  it  was 
constitutional,  just,  and  safe,  and  because  I  be- 
lieved it  to  be  the  only  princi^ple  which  could 
secure  the  legitimate  rights  of  all  sections  of  the 
Union.  It  had  not  merely  the  convictions  of 
my  own  judgment  to  sustain  it,  but  it  had  the 
sanction  of  the  patriotism  and  wisdom  of  the 
Revolutionary  fathers.  If  this  great  principle 
of  popular  sovereignty  be  justly  carried  out  and 
sacredly  maintained,  it  will  give  in  time  to  come 
what  we  have  enjoyed  in  the  past — union, 
strength,  prosperity,  and  happiness.  If  it  be 
struck  down  by  passion,  fanaticism,  or  sectional 
prejudice,  in  either  section  of  the  Confederacy, 
I  will  not  permit  myself  to  contemplate  the  woes 
that  await  us."  *  *  *  * 

"  I  say  here,  as  a  Southern  man,  and  I  believe 
the  sentiment  will  be  sanctioned  by  nearly  every 
Southern  man  on  this  floor,  that  if  a  bill  were 
introduced  in  Congress  to  establish  slavery  in 
Kansas  or  any  other  Territory  of  the  United 
States,  I  should  unhesitatingly  vote  against  it. 
And  this  I  would  do  notwithstanding  I  honestly 
believe  African  slavery  to  be  a  moral,  a  social, 
and  a  political  blessing,  applicable  alike  to  the 
master  and  to  the  slave.  Why,  then,  cannot  the 
North  meet  us  upon  this  common  ground,  and 
declare  that  they  would  not  prohibit  slavery  by 
congressional  enactment  in  any  of  the  Territo- 
ries of  the  United  States?  This  would  leave  the 
people  to  be  affected  by  the  institution  to  deter- 
mine the  question  for  themselves  in  their  own 
way,  'subject  only  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States.' " — See  Cong.  Globe,  1st  Session 
S4th  Congress,  part, 2,  page  1471.    ;i  jii,  ..i, 

Ejttract  of  a  speech  of  Hon.  A.  CrDoDGE, 
of  Iowa,  in  the  United  States  Senate,  Febru- 
ary 25,  1854: — 

"With  this  digression  upon  points  wholly  un- 
looked  for  in  the  discussion,  and  being  a  sincere 
believer  in  the  doctrine  of  'squatter  sovereignty' 
in  its  fullest,  broadest,  deepest  sense,  I  propose 
now,  in  my  humble  way,  to  offer  some  argu- 
ments in  support  of  the  bill  for  the  organization 
of  Nebraska  and  Kansas — it  being  in  its  present 
shape,  or  as  its  friends  propose  to  make  it,  the 
noblest  tribute  which  has  ever  yet  been  offered 
by  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to  the 
sovereignty  of  the  people."     *       ,*         *         * 

"The  addresses,  resolutions,  and  petitions  of 
the  fathers  of  the  Revolution,  both  in  matter 
and  spirit,  touching  the  extent  of  the  power  of 
the  Parliament  of  England  to  legislate  for  the 
colonies,  are  thoroughly  imbued  with  the  princi- 
ples for  which  the  advocates  of  non-intervention 
are  to-day  contending.  The  Continental  Con- 
gress of  1774  declai-ed  that — 


*'  '  The  English  colonists  are  entitled  to  a  free 
and  exclusive  power  of  legislation  in  their  seve- 
ral provincial  Legislatures,  where  their  rights 
of  representation  can  alone  be ,  preserved  in  all 
cases  of  taxation  and  internal  polity,' 

"The  same  principle  see-ms  to  have  governed 
the  wise  and  patriotic  men  who  framed  our  Con- 
stitution after  the  independence  of  the  Republic 

was  secured." 

^  *  *  *  -x-  -*  * 

"And,  sir,  honesty,  and  consistency  with  our 
course  in  1850,  demand  that  those  of  us,  who 
supported  the  compromise  measures  should 
zealously  support  this  bill,  because  it  is  a  return 
to  the  sound  principle  of  leaving  to  the  people 
of  the  Territories  the  right  of  determining  for 
themselves  their  domestic  institutions." — Ap- 
pendix Cong.  Globe,  1st  Sess.  33d  Cong.,  vol.  29, 
pages  876,  877,  879. 

Extract  of  a  speech  of  the  Hon.  Thomas 
F.  Bowie,  of  Maryland,  in  the  House  of  Ke- 
presentatives,  January  29,  1856  : — 

"If  this^be  so — and  I  scarcely  think  it  can 
admit  of  a  doubt — it  follows  clearly  that  the 
rules  and  regulations  which  Congress  is  empow- 
ered to  make  respecting  the  territory  or  other 
property  belonging  to  the  United  States,  relate 
exclusively  themselves  to  such  rules  and  regula- 
tions only  as  may  be  needful  for  Congress  to 
make  in  reference  to  the  disposition,  preserva- 
tion, and  management  of  such  territory  as  the 
common  property  of  all  the  States,  and  not  to  a 
class  of  powers  entirely  political  in  their  nature, 
which  have  for  their  end  only  the  establishment 
of  forms  of  government  for  the  protection  and 
enjoyment  of  civil  and  religious  freedom.  This 
latter  class  of  powers,  sir,  it  seems  to  me,  will 
more  appropriately  be  found  among  those  which 
were  reserved  by  the  people,  and  which  the  fra- 
mers  of  the  Constitution  never  intended  should 
be  surrendered  to  the  Federal  Government  by 
any  portion  of  the  people  of  this  country,  whe- 
ther living  in  the  States  or  after-acquired  Terri- 
tories. The  great  struggle  between  the  British 
crown,  under  the  administration  of  Lord  North, 
and  the  United  Colonies,  as  to  the  right  of  the 
colonies  to  govern  themselves  in  all  cases  what- 
ever, had  been  finally  closed  by  the  establishment 
of  that  great  fundamental  political  truth,  that  man 
is  capable  of  self-government;  and  had  the 
framers  of  our  Constitution  inserted  in  that  in- 
strument any  provision  inconsistent  with  that 
great  truth,  to  be  afterwards  applied  or  enforced 
against  the  people  of  any  of  the  States  or  after- 
acquired  territories  of  the  Union,  they  would, 
in  my  judgment,  sir,  have  falsified  every  princi- 
ple which  induced  the  colonies  to  take  up  arms 
in  defence  of  their  own  rights  to  separate  and 
independent  sovereignty.  But,  sir,  I  have  not 
time  to*  pursue  these  reflections  further  in  the 
present  condition  of  the  House.  I  will  take  the 
opportunity  of  doing  so  at  some  other  time." — 
See  Appendix  Cong.  Globe,  1st  Session  34tli 
Congress,  vol.  33,  p.  56. 

Extract  of  a  speech  of  the  Hon.  George 
W.  Jones,  of  Tennessee,  dehvered  in  tho 
House  of  Eepresentatives,  December  28, 
1855 :— 
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**  Then,  sir,  you  may  call  it  by  what  name 
you  please — non-intervention,  squatter  sove- 
reignty, or  popular  sovereignty.  It  is,  sir,  the 
power  of  the  people  to  govern  themselves,  and 
they,  and  they  alone,  should  exercise  it,  in  my 
opinion,  as  well  while  in  a  territorial  condition 
as  in  the  position  of  a  State.  I  would  ask  those 
who  deny  this  doctrine,  whether  they  are  of  my 
party  or  of  any  other  party — whether  they  are 
from  the  North  or  from  the  So'-ith — to  reconcile 
another  provision  of  that  act  with  the  doctrine 
that  neither  this  Government  nor  the  people  of 
the  Territory  have  any  power  over  this  isolated 
question  while  in  a  territorial  condition.  Look 
to  the  Kansas  and  Nebraska  act  and  you  will 
there  find  prescribed  the  qualifications  of  voters. 
How  ]ong  to  continue,  sir?  Until  the  first  election 
only.  And  the  qualifications  of  voters  and  of 
holding  office  at  all  subsequent  elections,  shall 
be  prescribed  by  the  Legislative  Assembly. 
Which  is  the  higher  prerogative  of  sovereignty, 
to  prescribe  the  rights  of  property  or  to  pre- 
.^cribe  the  qualification  of  voters  ?  I  hold  that 
the  highest  prerogative  of  sovereignty  is  to  pre- 
scribe the  qualificntions  of  voters — to  draw  the 
line  between  the  citizen,  the  coequal  constituent 
of  sovereignty  in  a  country,  and  the  subject, 
vassal,  or  serf. 

*'I  believe  that  the  great  principle — the  right 
of  the  people  in  the  Territories,  as  well  as  in 
the  States,  to  form  and  regulate  their  own 
domestic  institutions  in  their  own  way — is 
clearly  and  unequivocally  embodied  in  the  Kan- 
sas-Nebraska act;  and  if  it  is  not,  it  should 
have  been.  Believing  that  it  was  the  living, 
vital  principle  of  the  act,  I  voted  for  it.  These 
are  my  views,  honestly  entertained,  and  will  be 
defended." — Cong.  Glohe,  1st  Session  34th  Con- 
gress, part  1,  p.  98. 

Extract  of  a  speech  of  the  Hon.  John 
M.  Elliott,  of  *Kentucky,  delivered  in 
the  House  of  Eepresentatives,  August  4, 
1856  :— 

"In  1854,  the  Democratic  party,  in  order  to 
carry  out  the  spirit  of  the  compromise  of  1850, 
declared  that  the  line  in  prohibition  of  slavery 
north  of  36  degrees  30  minutes,  known  as  the 
Missouri  compromise  line,  was  inoperative  and 
void;  and  in  forming  territorial  governments 
for  Kansas  and  Nebraska,  they  inserted  a  pro- 
vision leaving  the  question  of  slavery,  as  well 
as  all  other  domestic  questions,  to  be  settled  by 
the  people  of  said  Territories,  just  as  had  been 
done  in  the  formation  of  the  Territories  of  Utah 
and  New  Mexico,  by  the  compromise  measures 
of  1850." — See  Appendix  Cong.  Globe,  1st  Ses- 
sion 34th  Congress,  vol.  33. 

Extract  of  a  speech  of  Hon.  John  S.  Caskie, 
of  Virginia,  delivered  in  the  House  of  Eepre- 
sentatives, May  19,  1854 : — 

"Now  comes  the  question,  is  there  any  suffi- 
cient reason  in  the  difference  between  myself  and 
some  of  the  friends  of  the  Nebraska-Kansas  bill 
In  regard  to  the  opinions  I  have  just  expressed, 
for  division  between  us  in  reference  to  it,  a  hesi- 
tation on  (.heir  part  or  mine  in  its  support?     I 


answer  at  once,  there  is  none.  The  bill  gives  the 
inhabitants  of  Kansas  and  Nebraska  all  the  rights 
which  they  possess  under  the  Constitution,  and 
none  other,  and  leaves  the  decision  of  what  those 
rights  are  to  the  courts.  That  is  the  agreement 
as  to  Territorial  power,  plain  as  a  pike- staff  on 
the  face  of  the  bill,  and  fair  and  honorable  as  it 
is  plain.     What  says  the  bill  ? 

"*It  being  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of 
this  act  not  to  legislate  slavery  into  any  Territory 
or  State,  nor  to  exclude  it  therefrom,  but  to  leave 
the  people  thereof  perfectly  free  to  form  and 
regulate  their  domestic  institutions  in  their  own 
way,  subject  only  to  the  Constitution  of  tho 
United  States.' 

"  I  have  heard  objections  to  the  strength  of  the 
word  '  form'  in  this  connection.  But  it  will  be 
observed  that  the  clause  in  which  it  is  used 
embraces  the  power  of  the  people  of  Nebraska 
and  Kansas  over  the  institution  of  slavery  not 
only  while  they  are  in  the  Territorial  germ,  but 
when  they  reach  the  state  of  development — 
a  period  at  which  their  jurisdiction  becomes  ex- 
clusive and  complete.  The  Constitution  is  made 
the  measure  of  their  power  in  both  stages  of  their 
advancement.  The  language  used  in  its  defini- 
tion is  brief,  plain,  and  apt,  while  the  rule  by 
which  it  is  gauged  is  unerring. 

"  In  other  sections  (sections  six  and  twenty- 
four)  the  bill  limits  the  legislative  power  of  these 
Territories  to  'all  rightful  subjects  of  legislation 
consistent  with  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  and  the  provisions  of  this  act.' 

"Now,  is  it  not  clear  that  Territorial  sove- 
reignty can  be  in  the  bill  only  if  it  is  in  the  Con- 
stitution? if  not  in  the  Constitution,  it  is  not  in 
the  bill.  We  make  the  judiciary  the  umpires  of 
our  difference  on  this  point.  This  is  a  ground, 
and  the  only  ground,  on  which  just  men  united 
against  the  Missouri  restriction,  but  divided  aa 
to  an  incidental  question  connected  with  it,  can 
meet  and  stand  together.  If  territorial  sove- 
reignty be  in  the  Constitution,  I  hope  I  am 
patriot  enough  to  yield  my  opposition  to  it.  If 
it  be  not,  I  am  sure  my  friends  who  differ  from 
me  about  it  are  patriots  enough  to  yield  their 
advocacy  of  it.  And  so  we  go  hand  in  hand  to 
break  down  that  disunion,  'middle  wall  of  parti- 
tion' which  now  separates  sections,  and  to  re- 
establish that  broad  brotherhood  under  which 
our  independence  was  achieved,  and  on  which 
our  government  is  based.  Can  I  object  to  the 
arbitrament  to  which  the  bill  submits  the  ques- 
tion of  Territorial  authority  to  exclude  slavery? 
Never  while  I  retain  the  confidence  I  now  have 
in  the  position  I  now  hold;  never  until  I  can 
believe  that  the  illustrious  Carolinian — ray  poli- 
tical morning  star — was  no  herald  of  the  day; 
and  that  the  whole  host  of  Southern  vaQXi  wero 
dolts,  when  in  1848  they  proposed,  upon  far  less 
inducements,  to  submit  equally  grave  issues  to 
the  same  tribunal," — See  Appcjidix  Cong.  Globe^ 
vol.  29,  p.  114.4. 

Extract  of  a  speech  of  the  Hon.  A.  G. 
BuowN,  of  Mississippi,  delivered  in  the 
United  States  Senate,  July  2,  1856  : — 

"I  learn  now  for  the  first  time  that  the  people 
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of  a  Territory  have  not  the  competence  to  regu- 
late their  own  domestic  and  police  matters  in 
their  own  way,  but  that  it  belongs  to  Congress; 
that  it  is  only  in  the  higher  branches  that  they 
have  the  right  to  regulate  their  own  affairs  in 
their  own  way.  Am  I  to  understand  by  this  that 
the  people  of  a  Territory  have  the  right,  if  they 
choose,  to  exclu'te  or  abolish  shivery;  nnd  that 
if  I  believe,  as  a  Sout!)ern  man,  such  an  abolition 
to  be  unconstitutional,  I  must  go  to  the  courts 
for  the  maintenance  of  my  rights ;  and  yet,  if 
other  measures  of  less  importance,  mere  matters 
of  police  regulation,  are  adopted,  they  may  come 
to  Congress  and  beseech  legislation  to  put  it  all 
right?  If  the  mnjor  proposition  includes  the 
minor,  as  I  suppose  it  does,  and  the  people  of  the 
Territory  have  the  right  to  legislate  on  these 
great  questions  for  themselves,  independent  of 
the  action  of  Congress,  I  apprehend  they  have 
an  equal  right  to  legislate  for  themselves  on  the 
smaller  questions.  I  should  like  my  esteemed 
friend  from  Connecticut  to  tell  me  where  the  line 
is;  to  what  particular  question  it  is  applicable. 

"  Under  the  general  phraseology  of  the  Kansas 
bill,  he  admits  the  people  of  the  Territory  to  have 
tlie  exclusive  right  to  legislate..  I  supposed, 
wheu  we  passed  the  bill,  that  we  intended  by  it 
to  give  them  a  right  to  legislate  on  all  suVjects 
touching  their  domestic  policy  ;  and  that  if  any- 
body was  dissatisfied  he  should  go  to  the  courts, 
and  not  come  to  Congress  for  his  remedy.  This 
has  been  my  understanding,  and  I  have  endea- 
vored to  live  up  to  it,  My  friend  from  Michigan 
and  myself  differ  very  widely  as  to  what  are  the 
powers  of  a  Territorial  Legislature  ;  he  believing 
that  they  can  exercise  sovereign  rights,  and  I  be- 
lieving no  such  thing;  he  contending  that  they  have 
a  right  to  exclude  slavery,  and  I  not  admitting  the 
proposition,  but  both  of  us  concurring  in  the 
opinion  tliat  it  is  a  question  to  be  decided  by  the 
courts,  and  not  by  Congress.  If  we  are  agreed 
on  that,  let  us  agree  on  this  other  proposition. 
If  I  had  been  the  party  aggrieved  by  the  laws  of 
Kansas,  I  knew  the  place  to  which  I  was  pointed 
to  seek  my  remedy.  If  otliers  are  aggrieved,  let 
them  go  to  the  same  place." — Appendix  to  Cong. 
Globe,  34th  Congress,  1st  sess.,  p.  801. 

Extracts  of  the  speech  of  the  Hon.  Thomas 
L.  Clingman,  at  present  Senator  of  the 
United  States  from  North  Carolina,  in  the 
House  of  Eepresentatives,  April  4,  1854  : — 

"  This,  in  my  judgment,  is  the  best  species  of 
non-intervention.  "We  say  that  the  people  of  the 
Territory  may  legislate  as  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  permits  them  to  do,  without 
the  intervention  of  Congressional  law,  French 
law,  Spani.-h  law,  Mexican  law,  or  Indian  law. 
It  makes  the  Territory  like  a  sheet  of  blank 
paper,  on  which  our  citizens  may  write  Ameri- 
can constitutional  law." 

■3fr  *  'X-  *  ^  ^ 

*'Ithas  been  well  said  that  there  is  a  great 
resemblance  between  this  issue  and  that  involved 
in  the  struggle  between  the  colonies  and  Great 
Britain  at  the  Declaration  of  Independence. 
There  is,Jiowever,  one  great  striking  difference 
between  the  two  cases.     The   colonies  in  177G 


denied  the  right  of  Great  Britain  to  tax  them  to 
the  smallest  extent;  but  the  people  of  Kansas 
and  Nebraska  say  to  Congress,  You  may  impose 
any  amount  of  taxation  upon  us,  and  we  will 
cheerfully  pay  it;  you  may  make  your  own  dis- 
position of  the  public  lands,  lay  off  your  military 
roads  and  post  roads,  and  establish  your  forts 
and  arsenals;  you  may  subject  us  to  the  action 
of  every  law  of  Congress  that  the  citizens  of  any 
State  in  this  Union  are  subject  to;  but  when  you 
Irive  done  all  that,  when  you  have  exhausted  all 
your  powers  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  then  we  ask  the  poor  privilege  of  managing 
our  local  affairs  according  to  our  own  wishes. 
And  why  should  they  not  have  it?  Why  should 
Massachusetts  or  North  Carolina  control  the 
people  of  those  Territories  ?  Sir,  the  question 
stands  upon  the  great  republican  right  of  every 
community  to  legislate  for  itself." — Appendix 
Cong.  Globe,  1st  Sess.  33d  Cong.,  vol.  28,  p.  488. 

Extract  of  the  speech  of  Hon.  Z.  Kid  well, 
of  Virginia,  in  the  House  of  Eepresentatives, 
August  11,  1856  : — 

"The  people  of  Kansas  and  Nebraska  are 
allowed,  by  the  organic  act,  to  pass  such  laws  as 
they  please,  subject  only  to  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States.  If  a  majority  of  the  people 
of  either  of  the  Territories  named  are  opposed 
to  establishing  slavery,  and  ih.Qy  pass  an  act  pro- 
hibiting the  introduction  of  additional  slaves, 
many  Southern  statesmen  believe  such  an  act 
would  be  unconstitutional,  while  many  Northern 
statesmen  think  it  would  not  be.  Which  is  right 
and  which  is  wrong,  the  Supreme  Court,  under 
the  Kansas-Nebraska  act,  would  decide.  This 
law  does  not  take  sides  with  either  North  or 
South,  but  leaves  the  question  open  for  the  de- 
cision of  the  Court,  to  which  it  rightfully  belongs." 
— Appendix  Covg.  Globe,  1st  Session  34th  Con- 
gress, volume  33,  page  1267. 

Extract  of  a  speech  of  the  Hon.  Charles 
J.  Faulkner,  of  Virginia,  delivered  in  the 
House  of  Eepresentatives,  April  10,  1854: — 

"But,  sir,  it  may  be  that  slavery  will  seek  its 
expansion  in  Kansas  and  Nebraska;  and  if  so,  ' 
who,  here,  has  the  right  to  complain  ?     It  will 
be  their  own  act — the  act  of  the  people  of  these 
Territories,  and   they  surely  are  competent  to  . 
determine  for  themselves,  whether  their  social 
and  political  condition  will  be  most  advanced  by 
its  toleration  or   exclusion.     They  will   not  b« 
vathout  the  most  ample  experience  to  guide  them  ■ 
to  a  proper  conclusion  ;  and  it  is  rank  arrogance '' 
and  folly  for  this  Government  to  seek  to  control'  ' 
them  upon  a  point  upon  which  their  own  inte- 
rests and  instincts  can  far  more  safely  instruct 
them,  than  they  can  be  by  the  gratuitous  advice 
of  those  who  will  never  partake  of  the  good  or 
evil  of  their  institutions. 

"Sir,  much  obloquy  has  been  cast  upon  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois,  for  his 
ugency  in  bringing  forward  this  great  measure. 
For  one,  I  take  this  occasion  to  say  that  I  honor 
him  for  it;  and  when  the  passion  and  the  excite* 
ment  of  the  hour  have  passed  away,  the  country 
will  do  justice  to  the  purity  of  his  motives  and 
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'to  the  wisdom  and  sagacity  of  liis  act.  Dis- 
tinguished as  he  has  been  throughout  his  whole 
public  career  for  enlarged,  liberal,  and  compre- 
hensive views,  this  act  places  him  upon  the  high- 
est pedestal  of  national  statesmanship.  The 
principles  of  this  bill  belong  neither  to  the  North 
nor  to  the  South,  but  to  the  whole  country. 
They  are  promulgated  with  no  views  to  advance 
the  interests  of  any  one  section,  but  to  promote 
the  peace  and  tranquillity  of  all.  They  embody 
the  viral  pr'nclple  of  the  Constitution  ;  th?y  re- 
flect the  recorded  wisdom  of  the  sages  of  the 
Revolution.  They  are  the  principles  of  justice, 
©f  equality,  of  free  government,  of  popular  sove- 
reignty, of  perpetual  union,  every  departure 
from  which  has  filled  the  country  with  commo- 
tion, and  left  behind  it  the  scars  of  fraternal 
strife." — Appendix  Cong.  Globe,  1st  Sess.  83d 
Cong.,  vol.  23,  p.  488. 

Extract  of  a  speech  of  the  Hon.  John  H. 
Lumpkin,  of  Georgia,  delivered  in  the  House 
of  Representatives,  August  2,  1856  : — 

"It  became  necessary,  in  1854,  to  provide  a 
government  for  the  Territories  west  of  Missouri  ; 
and  the  Democratic  party  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives,  frathful  to  their 
pledges  and  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  did,  in  framing  governments  for  Kansas 
and  Nebraska,  incorporate  the  same  principles, 
even  to  the  very  letter,  of  the  language  employed 
in  the  bill  organizing  territorial  governments  for 
Utah  and  New  Mexico,  and  thus  manifested  their 
willingness  to  perpetuate  the  principles  of  non- 
intervention by  any  Congressional  legislation  on 
the  purely  domestic  institution  of  negro  slavery." 
— See  Appendix  Cong.  Globe,  1st  Sess.  34th  Cong., 
vol.  33,  p.  1128. 

Extract  of  a  speech  of  the  Hon.  Albert 
G.  Talbott,  of  Kentucky,  delivered  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  July  28,  1856 : — 

"Well,  sir,  the  slavery  agitation  ceased,  the 
country  was  quieted,  the  measures  of  1850  were 
approved  by  everj^body  and  by  every  section ; 
the  more  the  principle  of  non-intervention  was 
investigated,  the  more  popular  and  acceptable 
it  seemed  to  be.  Every  one  who  looked  at  it 
and  investigated  it  saw  at  once  that  it  was  only 
carrying  out  the  great  principle  upon  which  our 
government  is  based — man's  right  and  capability 
of  self-government.  They  saw  at  once  that  it 
was  only  extending  to  the  Territories  precisely 
the  same  privileges  which  are  now,  and  have 
been  since  the  Government  was  first  organized, 
enjoyed  by  every  State  in  the  Union.  And  in 
185.2  the  Whig  party  and  the  Democratic  party 
both  met  in  national  convention,  and  endorsed 
the  principles  of  non-intervention,  which  had 
been  so  adopted  in  lieu  of  the  Missouri  restric- 
tion, in  spirit  and  in  substance.". 

•j:-  ^  *  -X-  -x-  * 

"Now,  sir,  I  say  that  in  view  of  all  these  facts. 
Congress  could  not  have  done  otherwise  than 
pass  the  Kansas-Nebraska  bill,  just  as  it  is.  It 
is  just,  constitutional,  and  right ;  it  neither  leg- 
islates slavery  into  nor  excludes  it  from  the  Ter- 


ritories, but  leaves  the  people  thereof  perfectij 
free  to  organize  their  own  governments,  and 
regulate  their  own  domestic  institutions  for 
themselves.  If,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  people  are 
capable  of  self-government,  who,  in  our  country, 
will  say  they  ought  not  to  do  it?  If  they  have 
the  right,  who  vv'ill  say  they  shall  not  do  it  ?  If, 
then,  they  have  both  the  capacity  and  the  right, 
in  reason's  name,  in  the  name  of  justice  and  our 
gloiious  Constitution,  let  them  do  it." — See  Ap- 
pendix Cong.  Globe,  1st  Sess.  34th  Cong.,  vcl.  33, 
p.  1240. 

Extract  of  a  speech  of  the  Hon.  Moses 
NoRRis,  Jr.,  of  New  Hamj^shire,  in  the 
Senate  of  the  United  States,  March  3, 
1854:— 

"Now,  sir,  I  understand  the  spirit  and  true 
intent  of  this'  clause  of  the  bill  to  be,  that  the 
legislation  of  1850,  organizing  the  Territories  of 
Utah  and  New  Mexico,  was  grounded  on  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  non-intervention  of  Congress  with 
the  institution  of  slavery  or  an}'  other  domestic 
institution  in  the  Territories  of  the  United  States, 
and  the  States  to  be  formed  out  of  them,  leaving 
the  people  free  to  form  their  own  institutions  for 
themselves;  and  that  the  principle  of  legislation 
thvis  agreed  upon  and  established,  as  to  Utah 
and  New  Mexico,  ought  to  be  final,  not  only  as 
to  these  Territories,  but  as  to  all  Territories 
organized  after  that  time."         *         *         •^- 

"  Now,  I  shall  endeavor  to  maintain  that  the 
doctrine  of  non-interference  on  the  part  of  the 
Federal  Government  with  the  institutions  of  the 
organized  Territories  was  then  established,  leav- 
ing to  the  people  of  the  Territories  the  rights  of 
a  free  and  popular  government,  with  full  power 
under  the  Constitution  to  form  their  own  do- 
mestic institutions  as  they  may  deem  best  suited 
to  their  condition.  I  shall  endeavor  to  esta- 
blish that.  I  shall  endeavor  to  establish  another 
fact :  that  this  measure  of  non-intervention  was 
carried  by  the  almost  united  vote  of  the  North 
against  the  great  mass  of  Southern  Senators  in 
this  chamber,  as  establishing  a  principle  on 
which  the  North  could  stand,  and  not  as  a  mere 
expedient,  temporary  and  limited  in  its  opera- 
tion, but  as  enduring.  I  Avill,  by-and-by,  appeal 
to  the  record  in  vindication  of  what  I  now 
say." — Appendix  Cong.  Globe,  1st  Sess.  33d 
Cong.,  vol.  29,  p.  305. 

Extract  of  a  speech  of  Hon.  John  B. 
Weller,  of  California,  in  the  United  States 
Senate,  February  13,  1854: — 

"  But,  sir,  if  this  be  a  question  between 
slavery  and  freedom,  then  the  friends  of  this 
measure  hold  the  freedom  side  of  the  question. 
We  propose  that  the  people,  the  original  source 
of  all  power,  those  who  spoke  this  government 
into  existence,  and  whose  agents  we  are,  shall 
be  allowed  to  decide  for  themselves  what  local 
institutions  shall  exist  among  them.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  opponents  of  the  measure  advo- 
cate slavery.  They  contend  that  the  Ameri- 
can people  shall  not  exercise  this  right ;  that 
their  minds  shall  be  enslaved;  that  their  hands 
ehall  be  tied  up,  and  they  prevented  from  a  free 
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decision  whether  slavery  shall  exist  there  or 
not.  We  occupy  +lie  broad  ground  of  freedom. 
We  have  an  abiding  confidence  in  the  honesty 
and  in  the  intelligence  of  the  people.  We  are 
not  afraid  to  trust  them  with  the  decision  of 
this  question.  How  stands  it  with  you  ?  I  bad 
supposed  that  you  were  the  agents  and  repre- 
sentatives of  the  people;  but  it  seems  that  the 
servant  has  become  wiser  than  the  master. 
Yon,  who  are  invested  with  political  power,  are 
claiming  now  that  you  are  better  judges  of  what 
sort  of  government  the  people  should  have  than 
the  people  themselves.  Is  this  so  ?  Is  there 
that  vast  amount  of  intelligence  and  of  patriot- 
ism in  the  American  Congress  which  makes  us 
far  better  judges  of  what  the  people  should  have 
than  the  peopie  themselves  ?  Our  whole  system 
is  based  upon  the  principle  that  man  is  capable 
of  self-government.  The  moment  you  violate 
this  principle,  that  moment  you  transcend  your 
authority  and  destroy  the  vital  elements  of  the 
republic. 

"We  propose  that  this,  like  all  other  ques- 
tions, shall  be  left  to  the  free  decision  of  the 
people." — Appendix  Cong.  Globe,  1st  Sess.  33d 
Cong.,  vol.  29,  page  200. 

Extract  of  the  speech  of  the  lion.  Wm. 
H.  English,  of  Indiana,  delivered  in  the 
3  ^ouse  of  Eepresentatives,  May  9,  1854  : — 

"Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  choose,  on  this  oc- 
casion, to  express  any  opinion  as  to  the  power 
of  Congress  to  legislate  for  the  Territories,  be- 
cause the  impropriety  of  exercising  such  power 
js  so  clear,  to  my  mind,  as  to  make  the  consider- 
ation of  the  constitutional  question  entirely  un- 
necessary. 

"  I  am  willing,  as  I  said  upon  a  previous  occa- 
sion, to  trust  the  people  with  the  power  of  regu- 
lating; their  domestic  institutions  in  their  own 
way,  not  only  under  State  government,  but 
through  their  regularly-constituted  Territorial 
Legislature.  I  hold  that  if  the  people  are  of 
sufficient  numbers  and  importance  to  merit  a 
Territorial  government  at  all,  they  are  capable 
of  governing  themselves.  A  man  who  has  exer- 
cised the  attributes  of  a  free  citizen  in  Indiana, 
or  any  other  State,  loses  none  of  his  powers  of 
self-government  by  emigrating  to  a  Territory. 
Is  he  less  virtuous,  less  intelligent,  less  imbued 
with  the  spirit  of  patriotism  and  love  of  country 
because  he  resides  in  a  Territory  and  not  in  a 
State  ?  Is  he  less  an  object  of  government  re- 
gard because  he  has  gone  into  the  wilderness  to 
endure  the  hardships  of  frontier  life  in  preparing 
a  way  for  that  tide  of  population,  civilization, 
and  empire  which  still  flows  to  the  West?  Sir, 
such  men  can  be  trusted.  I  would  refer  the 
question  of  slavery,  and  all  other  questions,  to 
them — to  that  best  and  safest  of  all  tribunals — 
the  people  to  be  governed.  The}^  are  the  best 
judges  of  the  soil,  and  climate,  and  wants  of  the 
country  they  inhabit,  and  they  are  the  true 
judges  of  what  will  best  suit  their  own  condi- 
tion and  promote  their  welfare  and  happiness. 

"  And,  sir,  I  am  surprised,  that  in  this  repub- 
lic, in  the  year  1854,  any  party  should  be  found 
to  deny  the  privilege  to  such  organized  State 


and  Territory  of  the  Union  of  regulating  their 
domestic  institutions  in  their  own  way,  subject 
to  the  Constitution,  and,  more  particularl}'',  that 
such  anti-republican  doctrines  should  be  ad- 
vanced by  any  one  claiming  to  be  a  member  of 
the  Democratic  party." — Append.  Cong.  Globe^ 
1st  Sess.  33d  Cong.,  voh  29,  page  608. 

Extract  of  a  speech  of  Hon.  Moses 
Macdonald,  of  Maine,  delivered  in  the 
House  of  Eepresentatives,  April  10,  1854:-- 

"Pass  this  bill,  give  to  the  people  of  the  Ter- 
ritories the  right  to  determine  for  themselves 
the  question  whether  they  will  tolerate  slavery 
or  not,  and  the  question  becomes  local.  No 
longer  will  there  be  inducements,  and  most  cer- 
tainly no  propriety  in  discussing  the  question  at 
the  North  or  in  non-slaveholding  communities. 

"The  bill  commends  itself  especially  to  my 
own  mind,  because  it  contains  the  principle  that 
the  people  of  .the  Territories  shall  regulate  their 
own  domestic  affairs.  This  right  was  the  great 
feature  of  the  Territorial  bills  of  1850,  and  is 
'  the  lion  in  the  path  of  agitation.'  The  doctrine 
that  all  just  powers  are  derived  from  the  consent 
of  the  governed,  addresses  itself  to  the  dignity 
of  man,  and  teaches  him  the  lesson  that  his 
rights  are  not  the  grant  of  an  earthly  govern- 
ment, but  'the  free  gift  of  the  King  of  kings.' 
Sir,  the  sovereignty  of  the  people,  their  right  to 
rule  in  political  affairs,  was  first  proclaimed  in 
the  ears  of  the  Old  World  by  our  own  Declara- 
tion of  Independence.  The  tenacity  with  which 
our  forefathers  clung  to  this  doctrine  is  written 
in  the  blood  and  carnage,  the  suffering  and  self- 
denial,  of  the  American  Eevolution.  As  the 
.basis  of  permanent  government,  this  principle 
was  first  recognized  in  the  American  Constitu- 
tion. '  We,  the  people,  do  ordain  and  establish 
government,'  are  words  of  power  which  caused 
the  kings  of  the  earth  to  fear  and  tremble  like 
Belshazzar  of  old,  when  the  finger  of  a  man's 
hand  wrote  over  against  the  candlestick  upon 
the  plaster  of  the  wall  these  words  of  fearful 
import,  ^mene,  mene,  tekel,  upharsin.'  Our 
great  growth  as  a  nation,  and  our  great  pros- 
perity as  individuals,  under  the  benign  influence 
of  the  Constitution,  are  the  legitimate  fruit  of 
the  great  truth  that  man  is  capable  of  self-gov- 
ernment. This  principle,  sir,  runs  through  the 
whole  structure  of  our  governmental  organiza- 
tion.   It  is  the  central  sun  of  our  system,  around 

which  revolve  all  other  lights." 

■X-  -s  *  -Jf  *  * 

"  Sir,  the  whole  head  and  front  of  the  offend- 
ing of  the  Nebraska  bill  hath  this  extent — no 
more  :  ttiat  it  allows  the  people  of  the  Territory 
to  regulate  their  own  affairs." — See  Appendix 
Cong.  Globe,  1st  Sess.  33d  Cong.,  vol.  29,  p. 
514. 

Extract  of  a  speech  of  Hon.  John  E. 
Thompsox,  of  New  Jersey,  in  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States,  February  28,  1854  : — 

"The  principle  of  this  bill  is  the  principle 
of  self-government,  a  principle  which  alone 
prompted    the    Declaration    of    Independence* 
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t^ir,  it  was  the  seminal  principle  of  the  Consti- 
tution and  the  government.  It  lies  at  the  found- 
ation of  all  our  political  institutions.  It  is  the 
inalienable  birthright  of  every  American  free- 
man. The  recognition  of  this  principle  has 
been  universal  in  our  country,  with  the  single 
exception  of  the  anomaly  of  dictating  to  the 
]^eople  of  the  Territories  (in  some  instances) 
their  organic  laws,  instead  of  leaving  them,  like 
the  rest  of  the  people,  to  the  exercise  of  their 
own  volition.  At  this  moment  the  country  re- 
sounds with  clamor  from  a  political  party,  whose 
policy  it  is  to  keep  alive  agitation,  because  it  is 
proposed  that  Congress  should  abjure  the  exer- 
cise of  irresponsible  power,  and  leave  the  people 
of  the  Territories  established  by  this  bill  to  the 
enjoyment  of  their  rights  of  self-government."' — 
Append.  Cong.  Globe,  1st  Sess.  33d  Cong.,  vol. 
29,  p.  255. 

Extract  of  a  speech  of  Hon.  Richard 
Brodhead,  of  Pennsylvania,  in  the  United 
States  Senate,  February  28,  1854:— 

"  But,  sir,  is  not  the  bill  correct  in  principle, 
and  will  it  not  work  as  well  in  practice  as  any 
other  which  can  be  adopted?  Does  it  not  give 
the  people  of  the  Territories  the  right  to  regu- 
late their  own  domestic  affairs  in  any  way  they 
please,  not  in  violation  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  ?  We  are  not  asked  to  give  pro- 
tection to  property  in  slaves,  or  say  that  the 
local  Legislature  shall  not  pass  laws  upon  the 
subject  of  slavery.  We  do  not  say  whether  the 
slaveholder  can  or  cannot  hold  a  slave  there  by 
virtue  of  the  Constitution  ;  that  is  left  an  open 
question  to  be  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States.  And  who  can  object  to  that? 
But,  sir,  if  we  put  a  provision  in  the  bill  that  up 
to  the  time  of  the  formation  of  a  State  Constitu- 
tion the  owners  of  slaves  should  lawfully  hold 
them  t^iere,  it  would  be  of  no  service  to  them, 
because  there  would  be  no  local  police;  so  tliat 
the  mere  refusal  of  the  Territorial  Legislature 
to  provide  for  the  manner  in  which  they  shall 
be  held  and  sold  and  treated,  and  penalties  for 
harboring  them,  &c,,  would  effectually  exclude 
them." — Appendix  Congressional  Globe,  1st  ses- 
sion 38d  Congress,  voL  29,  p.  249. 

Extracts  of  a  speech  of  Hon.  William 
BiGLER,  of  Pennsylvania,  in  the  United 
States  Senate,  July  1,  1856: — 

"In  1850,  when  the  peace  of  the  country 
seemed  to  be  in  imminent  danger,  the  expe- 
rienced men  of  this  body,  such  as  Mr.  Clay  and 
Mr.  Yf  ebster,  and  the  venerable  Senator  in  front 
of  me,  Mr.  Cass,  and  others,  conceived  and  pre- 
sented a  new  mode  of  adjustment.  Tliat  was 
simply  to  take  this  question  out  of  Congress  and 
confide  it  to  the  people  of  the  Territory — to 
submit  it  to  their  judgment  and  their  will.  For 
one,  I  thought  the  principle  an  admirable  one. 
It  seemed  to  me  that  it  ought  to  give  entire  satis- 
faction to  the  country,  and  that  it  would  have 
a  salutary  influence  upon  our  national  relations 
— a  principle  so  perfectly  in  unison  with  our 
whole  republican  system  of  government,  a  mere 
recognition  and  extension  to  the  Territories  of 
fbut  vital  principle  of  self-government — a  prin- 


ciple suited  to  all  times,  all  occasions,  and  ail 
territories,  and  as  imperishable  as  our  moun- 
tains— no  temporary  remedy,  no  arbitrary  rule, 
no  perishable  expedient,  but  simply  this:  that  as 
the  people  of  a  State  can  at  ail  times  settle  this 
question  of  domestic  policy  for  themselves,  Con- 
gress will  enforce  that  the  people  of  a  Territory 
shall  have  the  same  opportunity — that  that 
power  which  is  to  be  complete  and  exclusive  when 
the  people  become  a  State  should  operate  during 
the  territorial  existence.  Not  only  because  it 
was  perfectly  right  in  principle,  but  because 
I  believed  it  would  be  wise  in  practice,  I  pre- 
ferred it  to  any  which  had  previously  been  prac- 
tised in  the  Government,  or  any  other  idea  pre- 
sented at  the  time  antagonistic  to  it." — Appen- 
dix Congressional  Globe,  1st  session,  34th  Con- 
gress, vol.  33,  pages  729,  730. 

Again,  on  the  9th  of  July,  1856,  in  the 
Senate,  when  Kansas  affairs  were  under  dis- 
cussion, Mr.  BiGLER  said: — 

"I  want  to  put  myself  right  on  another  point. 
I  mean  the  question  of  the  a^easure  of  power 
which  the  territorial  legislature  can  exercise 
over  the  subject  of  slavery.  On  this  point  no  man 
can  misunderstand  the  import  of  the  language 
of  the  Kansas  bill ;  it  is  explicit  to  the  effect 
that  the  people  shall  be  left  perfectly  free  to  de- 
cide the  question  according  to  their  own  plea- 
sure ;  but  it  is  a  question  of  what  degree  of  law- 
making power  it  is  competent  for  Congress  to 
confer  upon  the  people  and  legislature  of  a  ter- 
I'itory.  It  is  a  question  of  construing  the 
constitution,  and  therefore  a  judicial  question, 
which  I  am  not  called  upon  to  decide.  But,  sir, 
I  have  no  views  to  conceal ;  I  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  Michigan,  that  the  territorial  legis- 
lature has  entire  control  over  the  subject — is 
competent  to  establish,  abolish,  or  protect  it.  I 
can  see  but  two  sources  of  law-making  power 
for  the  Territory:  the  one  is  Congress,  the  other 
is  the  people  who  inhabit  the  Territory  ;  and  it 
seems  to  me,  that  when  Congress  has  conferred 
upon  the  people  all  the  power  it  possessed,  as  in 
the  case  of  Kansas,  the  people,  through  their 
local  legislature,  have  an  ample  law-making 
power,  equal  to  the  control  of  the  slavery  or 
any  other  question." — See  App.  Cong.  Globe,  voh 
33,  p.  843. 

Extract  of  a  speech  of  the  Hon.  Lawrence 
O'B.  Branch,  of  ^orth  Carolina,  in  the  House 
of  Representatives,  July  24,  1856  : — 

"  But  it  is  said  the  bill  allows  the  people  resi- 
dent there  to  prohibit  the  introduction  of  slavery 
before  their  admission  into  the  Union.  It  con- 
tains no  such  feature.  The  thirty-second  sec- 
tion declares  its  intent  to  be  'to  leave  the  people 
thereof  perfectly  free  to  form  and  regulate  their 
domestic  institutions  in  their  own  way,  subject 
only  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.' 
If  the  Constitution  allows  them  to  prohibit 
slavery,  then  the  bill  permits  it ;  if  the  Consti- 
tution does  not  allow  them  to  prohibit  slavery, 
then  the  bill  does  not  permit  it.  The  power  of 
the  people  during  the  existence  of  their  terri- 
torial government  is  a  judicial  question,  to  be 
settled  by  th*^  courts,  if  a  case  should  ever  arise 
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involving  the  question ;  n,nd  "whatever  Congress 
might  have  said  in  the  bill,  it  could  not  have 
altered  the  Constitution,  nor  taken  the  question 
out  of  the  hands  of  the  Courts.  Whatever  may- 
be the  deci'-ion  of  the  Courts,  I  'will  be  content; 
for  I  regiird  the  great  main  feature  of  tiae  bill  as 
infinitely  transcending  in  importance  nny  of  the 
minor  questions  that  can  be  raised  under  it,  and 
I  would  rather  trust  the  question  to  the  people 
of  the  Territory  than  to  such  a  Congress  as  we 
now  have,  and  are  liable  to  liave  at  any  time  in 
the  future." — Avp.  Cong.  Globe,  1st  session  34th 
Congress,  vol.  33,  pp.  1021,  1022. 

Extract  from  the  speech  of  Hon.  Harry 
HiEBARD,  of  New  Hampshire,  in  the  House 
of  Eepresentatives,  May  8,  1854: — 

*'As  such  the  country  understood  and  accepted 
it.  It,  sir,  is  the  great  and  distinguished  feature 
of  the  pending  bill.  It  is  embodied  there  in  the 
following  word'? :  — 

'•  'It  being  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  this 
act  not  to  legislate  slavery  into  any  Territory  or 
State,  nor  to  exclude  it  therefrom,  but  to  leave 
the  people  thereof  perfectly  free  to  form  and 
regulate  their  domestic  institutions  in  their  own 
way,  subject  only  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States.' 

"This,  sir,  is  plain  and  explicit.  It  enuipe- 
rates  the  broad  doctrine  of  non-interference  on 
the  part  of  the  Federal  Government  with  the 
institution  of  slavery,  and  the  control  and  regu- 
lation thereof  by  (he  States  and  Territories  con- 
cerned. It  is  a  principle  which,  to  be  understood, 
needs  but  to  be  stated,  and  to  be  approved  needs 
but  to  be  understood.  It  addresses  itself  to  all 
our  notions  of  expediency  and  right.  It  appeals 
to  our  strongest  s_ynip,athies,  is  strengthened  by 
our  traditions,  and  sanctioned  by  all  our  experi- 
ence as  individuals  and  as  a  people.  It  is  pe- 
culiarly congenial  to  the  American  mind,  and 
dear  to  the  American  heart.  Attachment  to  it 
the  most  unyielding  has  in  all  ages  been  a  dis- 
tinguishing characteristic  of  the  race  from  which 
we  sprung.  Upon  it  the  framework  and  the 
details  of  our  system  of  government,  State  and 
national,  are  based.  For  it  the  battles  of  the 
Revolution  were  fought.  It  was  not  for  the 
money  sought  to  be  extorted  by  the  stamp-act, 
and  the  duties  on  tea  and  sugar,  that  our  fore- 
fathers embarked  in  that  pcriloxis  struggle.  It 
was,  sir,  because  a  vital  principle  was  involved 
— their  right  of  self-government  was  at  stake — 
there  was  to  be  taxaUm  without  representation 
— they  were  to  be  made  subjects  of  an  uncon- 
trolled centi'al  power.  For  this  they  took  up 
arms  ;  with  God's  blessing  they  triumphed.  Tlie 
principle  they  e.-tablished  has  been  sacredly 
cherished,  and  will  be  faithfully  maintained.  It 
is  the  gro'ind  on  which  all  our  local  and  muni- 
cipal institutions  rest.  It  insists  first  upon 
national  independence  and  separate  sovereignty. 
It  would  leave  to  the  central  Government  no 
power  the  State  can  properly  exercise— to  the 
State,  no  function  which  may  as  well  be  per- 
formed by  the  county — to  the  county,  nothing 
that  can  as  well  be  done  by  the  town.  It  dele- 
gateg  to  no  human  hands  any  power  or  preroga- 
tive which  the  individual  citizen  may  with  safety 


to  others  retain  to  himself.  Its  results  are  popu- 
lar sovereignty.  State  rights,  and  individual  free- 
dom. Wlieiever  understood  and  applied,  it  has 
been  in  all  lands  and  ages  the  surest  safeguard 
of  civil  liberty, — the  strongest  barrier  against 
the  encroachments  of  arbitrary  power.  That 
principle,  sir,  lies  at  the  foundation  of  this  bill. 
As  a  supporter  of  the  Compromises  of  1850,  1 
voted  for  it  then, — I  stand  upon  it  now." — App. 
Cong.  Globe,  1st  session  33d Cong.,  vol.  20,  p.  C24 

Extract  of  the  report  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Territories,  (Mr.  Douglas, 
chairman,)  March  12,  1856: — 

"Your  Committee  have  not  considered  it  any 
part  of  their  duty  to  examine  and  review  each 
enactment  and  provision  of  the  large  volume  of 
laws  adopted  by  the  Legislatare  of  Kansas,  upon 
almost  every  rightful  subject  of  legislation,  and 
affecting  nearly  every  reladon  and  interest  in 
life,  with  a  view  either  of  tneir  approval  or  dis- 
approval by  Congress  ;  for  the  reason  that  they 
are  local  laws,  confined  in  their  operation  to  the 
internal  concerns  of  the  Territory,  the  control 
and  management  of  which  by  the  principles  of 
the  Federal  Constitution,  as  well  as  by  the  very 
terms  of  the  Kansas-Nebraska  act,  are  confided 
to  the  people  of  the  Territory  to  be  determined 
by  themselves,  through  their  representatives,  in 
their  local  Legislature,  and  their  assent  to  the 
laws  upon  which  their  rights  and  liberties  may 
all  depend.  Under  these  laws  marriages  have 
taken  place;  children  have  been  born  ;  deaths 
have  occurred ;  estates  have  been  distributed ; 
contracts  have  been  made;  and  rights  have 
accrued  which  it  is  not  competent  for  Congress 
to  divest.  If  there  can  be  a  doubt  in  respect  to 
the  validity  of  these  laws,  growing  out  of  the 
alleged  irregularity  of  the  election  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Legislature,  or  the  lawfulness  of  the 
place  where  its  sessions  were  held,  which  it  is 
competent  for  any  tribunal  to  inquire  into  with, 
a  view  to  its  decision  at  this  day,  and  after  the 
series  of  events  which  have  ensued,  it  must  be  a 
judicial  question  over  Avhich  Congress  can  have 
no  control,  and  which  can  be  determined  only 
by  the  courts  of  justice,  under  the  protection 
and  sanction  of  the  Constitution." — Senate  Re- 
2oort,  No.  34,  from  the  Committee  on  Territories^ 
1st  session  34th  Congress. 

Extract  of  the  National  Democratic  Plat- 
form adopted  at  Cincinnati,  June,  1856: — 

"And  that  we  may  more  distinctly  meet  the 
issue  on  which  a  sectional  party  subsisting  ex- 
clusively on  slavery  agitation  now  relies  to  test 
the  fidelity  of  the  people.  North  and  South,  to 
the  Constitution  and  the  Union: 

"1.  liesolved,  That,  claiming  fellowship  with 
and  desiring  the  co-operation  of  all  who  regard 
the  preservation  of  the  Union  under  the  Consti- 
tution as  the  paramount  issue, — and  repudiating 
all  sectional  parties  and  platforms  concerning 
domestic  slavery  which  seek  to  embroil  the 
States  and  incite  to  treason  an  armed  resistance 
to  law  in  the  Territories,  and  whose  avowed 
purposes  if  consummated  must  end  in  civil  war 
and  disunion, — the  American  Democracy  recog- 
nize and  adopt  the  principles  contained  in  the 
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organic  laws  establishing  the  Territories  of 
Kansas  and  Nebraska,  as  embodying  the  only 
sound  and  safe  solution  of  the  '  slavery  question' 
upon  which  the  great  national  idea  of  the  people 
of  this  whole  country  can  repose  in  its  deter- 
jnined  conservatii^m  of  the  Union, — non-inter- 
ference by  Congress  with  slavery  in  State  and 
Territory,  or  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

"2.  That  this  was  the  basis  of  the  compro- 
mises of  1850,  confirmed  by  both  the  Democratic 
and  Whig  parties  in  National  Conventions, — 
ratified  by  the  people  in  the  election  of  1852, — 
and  rightly  applied  to  the  organization  of  Terri- 
tories in  1854. 

"3.  That  by  the  uniform  application  of  this 
Democratic  principle  to  the  organization  of  Ter- 
ritories and  to  the  admission  of  new  States,  with 
or  without  domestic  slavery,  as  they  may  elect, 
the  equal  rights  of  all  will  be  preserved  intact, 
the  original  compacts  of  the  Constitution  main- 
tained inviolate,  and  the  perpetuity  and  expan- 
sion of  this  Union  insured  to  its  utmost  capacity 
of  embracing  in  peace  and  harmony  any  future 
American  State  that  may  be  constituted  or  an- 
nexed with  a  republican  form  of  government." 

[This  platform  was  adopted  unanimously 
by  the  convention,  the  vote  being  taken  by 
States,  and  each  delegation  casting  their 
united  vote  in  its  favor.] 

Extracts  of  the  letter  of  acceptance  of  Mr. 
Buchanan   of   the  nomination  of   the  Cin- 
cinnati  Democratic  Convention,   June   16 
1856  :— 

"  In  accepting  the  nomination,  I  need  scarcely 
say  that  I  accept,  in  the  same  spirit,  the  reso- 
lutions constituting  the  platform  of  principles 
erected  by  the  Convention.  To  this  platform  I 
intend  to  confine  myself  throughout  the  canvass, 
believing  that  I  have  no  right,  as  a  candidate  of 
the  Democratic  party,  by  ansAvering  interroga- 
tories, to  present  new  and  different  issues  before 
the  people."  -^  *  ^  * 

"The  agitation  on  the  question  of  domestic 
slavery  has  too  long  distracted  and  divided  the 
people  of  this  Union,  and  alienated  their  affec- 
tions from  each  other.  This  agitation  has  as- 
sumed many  forms  since  its  commencement,  but 
it  now  seems  to  be  directed  chiefly  to  the  Terri- 
tories ;  and,  judging  f'om  its  present  character, 
I  think  we  may  safely  anticipate  that  it  is  rapidly 
approaching  a  'finality.'  The  recent  legislation 
of  Congress  respecting  domestic  slavery,  derived, 
as  it  has  been,  from  the  original  and  pure  foun- 
tain of  legitimate  political  power,  the  will  of  the 
majority,  promises,  ere  long,  to  allay  tlie  dan- 
gerous excitement.  This  legislation  is  founded 
upon  principles  as  ancient  as  free  government 
itself,  and  in  accordance  with  them  has  simply 
declared  that  the  people  of  a  Territory,  like 
those  of  a  State,  shall  decide  for  themselves 
whether  slavery  shall  or  shall  not  exist  within 
their  limits. 

•  **  The  Nebraska-Kansas  act  does  no  more  than 
give  the  force  of  law  to  this  elementary  principle 
of  self-government,  declaring  it  to  be  the  '  true 
intent  and  meaning  of  this  act  not  to  legislate 


slavery  into  any  Territory  or  State,  nor  to  ex- 
clude it  therefrom,  but  to  leave  the  people  thereof 
perfectly  free  to  form  and  regulate  their  domestic 
institutions  in  their  own  way,  subject  only  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States.'  This  prin- 
ciple will  surely  not  be  controverted  by  any  indi- 
vidual of  any  party,  profess^ing  devotion  to  popu- 
lar government.  Besides,  how  vain  and  illusory 
would  any  otlier  principle  prove  in  practice  in 
regard  to  the  Territoeies  !  This  is  apparent 
from  the  fact  admitted  by  all,  that  after  a  Terri- 
tory shall  have  entered  the  Union,  and  become  a 
State,  no  constitutional  power  would  then  exist 
which  could  prevent  it  from  either  abolishing  or 
establishing  slavery,  as  the  case  may  be,  accord- 
ing to  its  sovereign  will  and  pleasure." 

Extract  of  the  remarks  of  Hon.  Thomas 
L.  Clingman,  of  North  Carolina,  in  the 
Senate,  February  23,  1859,  in  the  debate 
which  occurred  as  to  the  "true  intent  and 
meaning"  of  the  Kansas-Nebraska  act : — 

"I  never  heard  of  gentlemen,  either  in  this 
House  or  the  other,  expressing  the  opinion  that 
Congress  was  to  interfere  in  any  contingency  with 
the  Territories.  I  may  be  mistaken  ;  but  while  I 
remember  many  opinions  explaining  it,  as  they 
understood  it,  /  do  not  remember  any  one  opinion 
adverse  to  this.  Gentlemen  differed  as  to  how 
much  power  was  to  be  given  under  the  act, 
[Kansas-Nebraska.]  Gentlemen  of  the  North 
said — some  of  them,  at  least — that,  under  that 
act,  they  thought  the  territorial  legislature  might 
prohibit  slavery:  other  gentlemen  said  they 
thought  they  could  not  prohibit  it;  but  all  agreed 
that  the  power  Congress  had  was  to  be  turned  over 
upon  the  Territory,  and  they  zcere  to  legislate  on  the 
subject,  under  the  constitution  and  the  construction 
of  the  courts  upon  their  acts.  Now  a  contingency 
is  presented  which  was  not  foreseen.  It  is  said, 
if  a  bill  is  introduced  I  shall  be  willing  to  exa- 
mine it ;  but  I  do  submit  to  gentlemen,  ought 
we  to  ffo  into  a  discussion  of  this  abstraction  of 
non-intervention,  and  what  it  means,  upon  an 
issue  that  is  not  raised  in  any  way  by  the  propo- 
sition of  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire? 

"I  did  not,  when  I  got  up,  intend  to  say  a 
word  about  it,  but  having  been  an  actor  in  those 
scenes,  having  read  and  heard  many  speeches  on 
the  subject,  I  think  it  proper  to  these  gentlemen 
of  the  North  to  say,  that  so  far  as  I  know,  I 
never  heard  it  denied  but  that  Congress  ivas  going 
to  abandon  to  the  Territories  the  power  of  legis- 
lation  upon  the  subject  of  slavery  and  all  questions 
connected  with  it.  We  of  the  South  contended 
that  we  had  the  right  to  legislate,  and  ought  to 
protect ;  but  we  came  to  the  conclusion,  that  on 
the  whole  we  loould  rather  trust  the  Territory  than 
Congress.  Congress  we  knew  was  against  us; 
whenever  the  subject  was  up,  a  majority  was 
voting  for  the  proviso,  (Wilmot.)  And  we  thought 
further,  that  if  a  majority  of  the  Territories  were 
against  us,  any  legitlation  here  would  be  futile. 
While,  by  sending  an  army  to  Boston,  you  could 
bring  away  a  runaway  negro  against  the  wishes 
of  the  people,  you  could  not  expect  to  enforce  a 
system  on  a  Territory  hostile  to  it.  I  think  we 
acted  wisely  in  turning  it  over  to  the  Territory.  I 
say  this,   however,   not  wishing  to  pursue  the 


23 


subject." — Cong.  Globe,  2d  session,  35t"h.  Con- 
gress, p,  1204. 

Remarks  of  Hon.  James  S.  Greg??,  of  Missouri, 
(now  a  Senator  of  the  United  States,)  in  the  House 
of  Representatives,  on  his  amendment  to  the  bill 
to  "establish  a  Territorial  Government  for  Upper 
California,"  February  27,  18-19  : 

"  Mr.  Green  moved  to  amend  the  12th  section  by  striking  out 
in  the  second  line  the  words  '  Hh  lU  he'  and  inserting  '  are.' 

"  lie  said  his  ubjocc  in  proposing  this  amendment  was  simply 
to  snt  the,  rig'itt  of  tin  />i:f»)fe  of  t/itt  Tfritory  in  thei'-  proper 
light  hf/firethis  Ifmsn  and  ho/ore  the  countrt/.  Ic  was  asserted 
by  gentlemen  from  the  North  and  from  the  South,  of  both  politi- 
cal parties,  that  t.-ie  people  of  the  Territori'^.t  wekb  eivtitled  to 
the  rig'it-i,  orioihg^'S,  mtd  i)iiniiinif.es  of  Ann^rican  ritizfiis.  He 
proposed,  therefore,  to  strike  out' the  words  '  nhall  he.'  because 
they  implied  the  power  on  the  part  of  Congress  to  confer  these 
rights;  that  they  emanated  from  this  body,  and  were  not  rights 
existing  o,.~!  the  iieralvir,  iNHEltEXT  RIRHTS  of  American  citizeii.i. 

"  Let  thorn  le^isiate  understandingly  on  all  these  points.  I^et 
them  say  to  the  people  of  the  Territories,  I'oa  nre  true  Airien.can 
citizens;  you  htiVK  the  rights  of  Amerirun  citiz'tix  ;  ice  prel'-nd, 
not  to  coxfiir  thoye  rights'  iifon  you,.  It  was  asserted  by  some  that 
the  people  of  the  Territories  could  exercise  no  power,  except  it 
•was  conferred  neon  them.  It  was  asserted,  on  the  other  hand, 
that  they  had  certain  inherent  rights.  If  Congress  held  that 
they  had  tlie  inherent  rifehts  of  selfijfgovernmenV^the  rights  of 
American  citizetis,  /<:t  thMni,  sox  pretend  to  co;(/«V  those  rightx 
tipoii  them. ;  let  tliem  so  \Vord  this  section,  that  after-generations 
could  understand  their  legislation,  tnd  all  see  that  theij  recog- 
nized the  iiihere'H  right  ot'  tlie  people  to  gtoern  thetnueloex  accord- 
ing to  the  priiiciplex  of  nninerxal  li.herti/. 

"Those  PRINCIPLES  MUST  BE  ESTABLFSHED;  and  whatever 
might  be  the  action  of  this  House  to-day,  whatever  might  be  the 
action  of  Corigress  for  years  to  come,  cheie  iiriaciple-'  were  taking 
root,  they  would  grow  and,  strengthen  until  th-nr  exixtfnce  should 
be  recognized  <i,nd  approor/l,  not  OXLY  IN  THE  States,  BUT  IN 
THE  Territories  ;  and  in  the  farthest  extremities  ofthis  Union, 
wherever  an  American  citizen  was  found,  his  rights  of  self- 
GOTERN-MENT  wiuld  he  acknoio'edged.  He  offered  this  amend- 
ment, not  for  the  purpose  of  producing  excitement,  not  to  stir 
up  feeling,  but  because  he  hflieoed  it  wis  in  perfect  conso- 
nance loiih  the  rights  of  self-goonrnmeiit,  to  which  we  all  suh- 
scribe." — Cong.  Globe  and  App.,  vol.  20,  p.  6'J7. 


Extract  of  the  speech  of  Hon.  "William  T. 
Ha-Miltox,  of  Maryland,  in  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, on  the  Kansas-ITebraska  bill,  May 
19,  1854: 

"  This  part  of  the  section  with  respect  to  the  legislative  power 
is  subject  to  two  interpretations,  or  constructions,  and  only  two  : 
First,  eitlier  that  tlie  people  there  liave  the  full  right  and  power 
to  determine,  contrail,  and  regulate  all  their  domestic  institu- 
tions whilst  they  are  in  a  Territorial  condition,  or  secondly,  that 
this  right  only  applies  vvhen  tliey  come  to  form  tiiemselves  into 
States,  and  not  befire.  O  le  or  the  other  of  these  constructions 
must  be  taken.  I  will  take  either,  and  /sustain  'he  hill.  But  if 
the  power  given  by  this  construction,  by  which  the  peoide, 
whilst  in  a  Territorial  condition,  possess  this  power,  be  taken 
and  denounced  as  "squatter'  sovereignty — a  term,  by-the-by,  I 
do  not  clearly  untlerstand  or  comprehend;  but  admit  it — admit 
that  the  people  of  the  Territi)ry  have  the  full  and  undoubted 
power,  under  this  bill,  to  manage  for  themselves  at  all  times 
their  local  institutions  ;  I  put  it  to  gentlemen  from  the  South,  I 
put  it  to  Xlipublicans  everywhere  all  over  the  Union,  whether 
they  prefer  the  .Xlissonri  line,  the  Jlissouri  exclusion,  'the  Wil- 
mot  proviso,'  to  this  power  of  the  p<'ople  to  ilecide  for  themselots. 
******** 

"Mr.  Chairman,  you  now  have  the  Missouri  line;  you  have 
the  Jlissoari  prohibition;  you  have  the  n idern  '  Wilmot  pro- 
viso.' And  you  are,,  by  your  action  on  this  bill,  to  sujiport  and 
cherish  it,  or  you  are  to  repeal,  annul,  deairoy  it.  Wiiiich  will 
you  do?  For  myself  I  can  speak.  /  pn-frr'Yhe  rigiit  mid  tiie 
power  of  the  jieo.  le,  under  the  Constitution  of  my  country.  I 
prefer  to  trns  to  those  who,  leaving  thtdr  Jiofufs  hei  e,  go  to  our  far 
distant  Territories,  the  wild  and  rug.'ed  wilderness,  to  form  for 
themselves  their  own  little  eommnnities,  to  plant  the  fo.mda- 
tions  of  future  and  sxre  it  States,  and  to  determine  fo'^  them- 
selves THBIR  DOME-^TIC  INSTITUriO.VS.  /  do  this  BECAUSE  If  IS 
KIGHT,  and  in  rtc:!n'd.iuce  with  my  sympathies;  beaause  the  coii- 
dition  of  the  Territ-iry  and  of  the  country  makes  i'  expedient  and 
wi//. /'«■•'<'/// ?'—hejause  there  is  no  overruling  necessity  why  it 
should  be  oth"  jrwise  ;  why  Congress  legislated  this  prohibition 
on  it  in  1S2).  and  why  it  should  be  continued;  why  Congress 
should  legi'Siat?,  or  why  its  legislation,  if  wrong  and  injudicious, 
phouM  be  continueil  and  enforced.'' — Appendix  Con.  Glohe,  vol. 
20,  2jp.  821,  822. 

Extract  of  the  speech  of  Hon.  JiioAii  P.  Brx- 
JAMIX^  of  Louisiana,  in  the  Senate,  May  25,  1851, 
on  the  Kansas-Nebraska  bill,  in  reply  to  certain 
remarks  of  Senator  Wade,  of  Ohio: 

".May  I  not  siy  that  he  [Mr.  Wade]  has  looked  .at  the  bill 
with  a  jauniUued  eye'  Who  can  find  upon  its  face  that  an  em- 
pire is  open  to  the  invasion  of  slavery  ?     Sir,  it  does  not  prov 


SLAVES  ARE  TO  BE  CARRIED  THERE  under  the  behests  of  this 
enactment.  The  bill  merely  declares  that  that  Territory  is  to  be 
open  and  free,  that  every  citizen  may  go  there;  and  when  he 
goes  there,  THAT  HIS  VOICE  MAY  BE  HEARD  in.  eslahlishmg  thein- 
istinitioH^  that  are  to  govern  hin.  Tiiat,  sir,  is  the  whole  scope  of 
the  bill." — Append.  Cong.  Glohe,  vol.  20,  pp.  767,  7G3. 

Extract  of  speech  of  Hon.  Joseph  Holt,  of 
Kentucky,  now  Postmaster  General  of  the  Uni- 
ted States,  at  Frederick,  Maryland,  in  1856  : 

"The  right  of  the  people  to  govern  themselves  is  a  principle 
which  underlies  all  our  institutions,  and  has  been  recognized 
alike  in  their  origin  and  in  every  mode  of  their  action.  Thi.-i  vt 
an  original  right  inherent  in.  the-n,  and  is  in  no  sen-te  a  derivative 
one.  in  those  countries  whore  men  are  serfs,  and  are  attached 
to  and  pass  with  the  soil  and  its  incidents,  the  proprietorship  of 
that  soil  carries  with  it  political  power  over  its  inhabitants.  la 
our  land,  however,  directly  the  opposite  system  prevails;  men 
being  the  principle,  and  the  soil  the  incident,  in  them  resides  the 
auiii,  'Vitg  to  regulate,  by  legislation,  their  domestic  affairs. 
*  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 

"  From  analogy,  then,  the  same  necessity  which  is  at  once  tha 
origin  and  the  liiait  of  its  [the  Federal  Government]  powers  in 
reference  to  the  States,  should  he  so  likewise,  in  n-.gani.  to  the. 
Terntorie-f.  This  view  is  fortified  by  the  remarkable  words  of 
th-3  Constitution :  '  The  ])0wers  not  delegated  to  the  United  States 
by  the  Constitution,  nor  prohibited  by  it  to  the  States,  are  re- 
served to  the  States  respectively,  '*■  to  the  people.'  _  The  term 
'people' here  employed  haS  clearly  Reference  to  th'"^  inhabitants 
of  the  TfA-itories,  and  in  thus  reliosu'i^ing  their  politit-al  capacity, 
the  Constitution  places  them  under  the  same  broad  shelter 
against  Federal  aggression  which  the  States  themselves  enjoy. 
T  e  power  then  to  regulate  their  domestic  concerns  is  thus  reserved 
to  the  people  of  the  Territories,  because  not  prohibited  hg  them, 
and  not  expre.islg  didega'ed  to  Congress.  If  Congress  can  regu- 
late the  relation  between  master  and  servant,  so  it  can  betweeu 
husband  and  wife,  parent  and  child,  guardian  and  ward,  and  thus 
all  the  local  legislation  of  the  Territory  would  he  absorbed  and 
ingulfed  by  a  body  ignorant  of  its  wants  and  wishes,  and  in  which 
the  people  of  the  Territory  have  no  voice.  This  would  be  anti- 
republican,  to  the  last  degree  impolitic,  and  a  useless  and  wanton 
violation  of  all  the  analogies  of  our  popular  form  of  government. 
******** 

"Congress  has  never  sought  to  give  civil  or  criminal  codes  to 
the  Territories  after  their  organiz  ition ;  it  ha-i  not  di-Jined  the 
rights  of  prope.'-ty,  regulated  matters  of  police,  established  or  coii.~ 
tr'o  led  the  instilii'ion  of  marriage,  but  has  Ifft  all  these  great  in- 
terests to  the  care  and  managf.raent  of  the  local  Legislature*. 
Does  not  the  in^tiluiion  of  slavery  stand  upon  precisel;/  the  name 
footing?  It  SEEMS  TO  MB  UTTERLY  IMPOS:iIBLE  TO  DISTINGUISH 
IT  FROM  THE  OTHER  SUBJECTS  OF  LOCAL  LEGISLATION  TO  WHICH 
I  HAVE  KEFERRED."       • 

Extract  of  the  Address  of  the  Dkmocuatic 
ISTational  Executive  Com'mittkr,  of  which  Hon. 
Chas.  J.  Faulknkr,  of  Virginia,  was  Chairman, 
to  the  Democracy  of  the  United  States,  in  1856  : 

"Finall}',  in  18.50,  after  a  period  of  great  agitation  throughout 
the  country,  the  leading  patriots  and  wise  men  of  both  parties, 
such  as  Clay,  Webster.  Cass,  and  others,  decided  upon  leaving 
this  question  where  it  always  ought  to  have  been  left,  and  where 
the  true  snirit  of  our  institutions  places  it — IN  THE  IIAND3 
AND  UNDER  THE  CONTROL  OF  THE  PEOPLE  OF  THE 
TERRITORIES  THEMSELVES,  restrained  only  by  the  Con- 
stitution. 

"The  whole  nation  rejoiced  in  this  wise  adjustmont,  and  all 
parties  claimed  it  as  a  finality  ns  to  this  principle  of  Territorial 
organization.  For  once  the  question  of  slavery  in  the  Territo- 
ries M'as  settled  upon  the  principles  of  our  Revolutionary  fathers, 
who  demanded  a  voice  and  a  vote  in  regulating  their  own  insti- 
tutions ;  the  same  great  fundamental  principles  of  human  govern- 
ment which  underlie  and  uphold  our  whole  republican  system — 
principles  suited  to  all  Territories  and  to  all  times,  and  as  broad 
and  cndnrijig  asetf-rnal  truth.  Irbis  I'ormjif  adjustnient  w^sde- 
nominated^'NON-INTERVfWTION  BY  CONGRESS— SELF- 
GOVERNMENT  BY  THE  PEOPLE  OF  THE  TEP.KITO- 
RIES." 


expressly  lor  thy  admisdioa  of  slavery.    He  cannot  pretend  that    vote  for  tha  amendment  to  insert  the  claase,  though  it  was  pro 


APPEISTDIX. 

HENRY   CLAY   for   Popular  Sovereignty 

AXD    SELF-GOVERNMENT    BT   THE  PeOPLB    IN    THE 

Territories. 

Extract  of  Speech  of  Hon.  Henry  Clay,  of 
Kentucky,  in  the  Senate,  June,  1850,  on  the  Com- 
promise Measures,  in  reply  to  Mr.  Jepfersox 
Davis,  of  Mississippi  : 

"Mr.  Clay."  *  *  *  *  "The  clause  itself  was  introduced 
into  the  bill  by  the  committee  f)r  the  pai'pise  of  tying  up  tha 
hands  of  the  Territorial  Legislature  in  respect  to  legisl.ating  at 
all,  one  way  or  the  other,  upon  the  subject  of  African  slavery. 
It  WHS  intended  to  leave  the  leeislation  and  the  law  of  the 
re-pective  Territories  in  the  condition  in  which  the  act  will  find 
them.    I  stated  on  a  former  occasion  that  I  did  nof,  in  committee 
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p0S3d  to  be  introduced  by  a  mnjority  of  the  committoe.  I  at- 
tached very  Utile  eoasequeiice  to  it  at  the  time,  and  I  attach 
very  little  to  it  at  present.  It  is  perliaps  of  no  particular  im- 
portance whatever.  Now,  sir,  if  I  understand  the  measure  pro- 
posed by  the  Senator  from  iMississippi,  it  aims  at  the  same  thing. 
I  do  not  understand  hiia  as  proposing;  tiiat  if  auy  one  shall  carry 
slaves  into  the  Territor}', — althougli  b}^  the  laws  of  the  Territory 
he  cannot  ta'ie  them  there, — the  legislative  hands  of  the  territo- 
rial gfivernment  should  be  so  tied  as  to  prevent  it  saying  he  shall 
not  enjoy  the  fruits  of  their  labor.  If  the  Seuator  from  JVIissis- 
sippi  means  to  say  that — 

"iSIr.  Davis.    I  do  mean  to  say  it." 

"Mr.  Clav.  If  the  object  of  the  Senator  is  to  provide  that 
slaves  may  h-.  introduced  inlo  thf.  IV'-ritoru  contrary  t'>  th-  l<x  loci, 
and  being  introduced,  nothing  shnlL  he  done  by  the  L'^gistnture  to 
impair  th",  righ's  of  owiiem  to  hold  the  slaves  thus  brovght  con- 
trary to  the  local  laws,  I  certainly  cannot  vote  for  it.  In  doing 
BO,  I  shall  repeat  aga'n  the  expression  of  opinion  which  I  an- 
nounced at  an  early  period  of  the  session." — Cung.  Globe,  vol.  21, 
part  1,  p.  1003. 

V 

Extract  of  Speech  of  Hon.  Henry  Clay,  of 
Kentucky,  in  the  Senate,  July  22,  1850,  on  the 
Compromise  bill : 

"The  provisions  of  the  bill  are  that  the  people  are  hft  free  to 
do  as  they  choose.  There  is,  indeed,  one  provision  which  did  not 
meet  tcifh  my  approbation,  and  with  which  I  would  have  been 
better  satisfied  had  it  b;cn  left  out;  and  that  is  tlui  provision 
whiiji  doe?  nnt  pcrinic  ^'( -'•<.>'""  rnn:.eat  nf  the  Terriioricf  to  esfnh-  \ 
lish  or  i-m  a.  JH-  :  •"  ,:<:  ■,.-(;  ;  -  . :,  ntn-l.  Cong.  Glob:',  vok'  2,  part  2,  '■ 
p.  1110.  J/  .  ^/  . 

Again;  on  the  3flth  of  July,  1850,  speaking  on 
the  motion  of  Mr.  Norris,  of  New  Hampshire,  to 
strike  out  that  provision  of  the  bill  which  "did 
not  meet  his  approbation,"  Mr.  Clay  said: 

"The  clause  is  an  interdiction  imposed  by  Congress  upon  the 
local  Legislature  either  to  introduce  or  to  exclude  shivery.  Now, 
Bir,  it  seems  to  me  that  Vongr^na  has  no  .skc/i  power  according 
to  the  Southern  doctrine.  That  doctrine  is  one  of  clear  and  clean 
NON-INT ERVEN^irON.  The  amendment  in  the  bill,  on  the  con- 
trary, assumes  the  T50wer  to  exist  in  Congress,  which  is  denied. 
For  if  Congress  posSesijes  the  power  to  impose  this  interdiction, 
Congress  has  the  jiower  to  impose  the  Wilmot  Proviso.  The 
only  diti'arenee  is,  that  the  action  of  Congress  in  the  one  case  is 
direct,  and  that  the  action  of  Congress  "in  tlie  other  case  is  indi- 
rect. It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  upon  the  great  princi- 
PLE  [No'i-Interoention]  upon  which  Southern  gentlemen  have 
rested  the  support  of  their  rights,  they  ought  to  op/iose  the  exer- 
ei.te  of  this  power  bj  Congress  to  interdict  'he,  local  Legislature," — 
Append.  Cung.  Globe,  vol.  22,  part  2,  pf  143.5. 

Mr.  Cr-AY  subsequently  voted  for  the  motion  of 
Mr.  NoRRis,  to  strike  out  from  the  Compromise 
bill  the  provision  by  which  the  Legislature  of  the 
Territory  of  New  Mexico  was  interdicted  from 
passing  any  law  '^  establishing  or  prohibiting  Af- 
rican slavery,"  and  thus  left  the  Legislature  free 
either  to  establish  or  proliibit  it. — See  App.  Cong. 
Globe,  vol.  22,  part  2,  p.  1473. 


No  New  Plank  in  the  Dejiocratic  Platform. 

Extract  of  the  speech  of  Hon.  Robert  Toombs, 
delivered   in  Georgia,   in  September,  1859, — no 

NEW  PLANK  IN  THE  DEMOCRATIC  PLATFORM  : — •  | 

"From  the  day  of  the  adoption  of  the  present  Constitution  to 
this  hour,  the  Federal  Government  have  claimed  and  exercised 
the  right  to  govern  the  Territories  according  to  their  own  will 
and  pleasure,  subject  only  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States.  It  has  steadily  claimed  and  exercised  the  powers  to  con- 
trol their  legislation  in  all  cases  whatsoever,  without  question 
or  protest;  therefore,  neither  in  principle  nor  authority  has  this 
new  position  of  Senator  Douglas  a  single  leg  to  stand  upon. 
Yet  I  do  not  belong  to  those  who  denounce  him;  the  organization 
of  the  Democratic  party  leaves  this  an  open  question;  he  is  at 
full  liberty  to  take  either  sid^  he  may  choose,  and  if  he  maintains 
his  ancient  ground  of  neither  making  nor  accefiting  rieio  tests  of 
political  soundness,  I  shah  still  consider  him  a-  polilical  frietid, 
and  will  accept  him  as  the  reiirc-entmioe  of  the  party  whenever  it 
mm/  tender  him;  and  in  the  meantime,  '/  he  shoubl  even  wander 
after  strange  gods,  I  do  not  hesiiate  to  tell  you  that,  icilh  his 
errors,  I  prefer  him  and;wouid  support  him  to-morrow  against 
any  Opposition  man  in  Aj||;erica. 

"I  have  but  a  single  point  remaining  to  present  to  you  on  this 
occasion.  We  are  told  that  we:  mnst  put  a  new  pla.nh  in  the  Dejm- 
ocrictic  plntfo^m.  and  d-  ir-.r.d  the  affirmance,  if  tlie  duly  of  Con- 
grf-Astu  firo'^/t  shvceiy  >'.  tr:e  7'-rit'J\ri--K,  ivji^ncver  ■'snch  Terrifo~ 
ries  fail  li/*iil\-chiii'ge  tJii..;  vnq>ieKt:i<i.K^i\h'  duly.  Some  of  tbe 
Opposition  lesders  s.iiv  if  yori  win  v,o  t'tat  we  will  act  with 
you.  Now,  I  reply,  I  do  .xot  think  it  wise  tfl  do  the  thing  pro- 
posed; and,  in  the  second  ])lace,  I  do  nf>t  think  the  induement 
proposed  helps  the  proposition.  While  I  have  alrearly  asseri'ed 
hill  and  complete  power  in  Congress  to  do  this  thing,  I  think, 
with  Mr.  IMadison,  that  such  a  power  should  be  most  prudently 
and  carefully  exercised;  that  it  ought  not  to  be  e;;ercised  until 
the  occasion  for  it  is  imperative.  There  has  been  no  occasion 
for  its  exercise  from  1789  to  this  hour ;  there  is  no  case  to-day 
calling  for  it,  and  I  am  more  than  wilii tig  that  the  Territories 
shall  continue  to  govern  themselves  in  their  own  way,  so  long 
as  they  respect  the  rights  of  all  the  people  of  t!ie  States  and  their 
own  fellow-eitizens.  I  will  not  insult  them  b^' supposing  them 
cnpahle  of  disregarding  the  Constitution  as  expounded  by  the 
Supreme  Court;  I  will  not  insult  thorn  by  assuming  that  they 
are  incapable  of  honest  self-government,  and  are  capable  of 
abusing  power  to  tlie  injury  of  their  fellow-citizens.  If  they 
should  show  themselves  incapable  of  honestly  exercising  the 
powers  ■with  which  we  have  intrusted  them,  perhaps  the  judi- 
ciary may  be  adequate  to  right  the  wrong.  It  may  be  that  the 
powers  of  the  Executive  may  be  adequate  to  th.at  purpose;  but  if 
al!  these  safeguirds  fail,  I  shall  then  be  prepared  to  protect  all 
•the  riglits.of  all  tne  people  in  the  Territories  as  well  as  elsewhere 
by  all  the  powers  of  the  Government.  Hut  I  shall  prescribe  no 
new  tests  of  part  1/  fealty  to  North.erji  Demncrnts;  those  who  re- 
main of  tliem  liave  hitherto  stood  with  fidelity  and  honor  upon 
their  eugagemeuts.  They  have  maintained  the  truth  to  th.eir 
own  hurt;  they  have  dis'played  a  patriotism,  a  magnanimity, 
rarely  equalled,  never  excelled,  in  the  world's  history;  and  I 
shaU'eudeavor,  ill  sunshine. and  storm, — w>tli  your  oiipruhation 
if  I  oil  get  it,  with'iiit  it  if  I  must, — to  stand  by  them,  vith  a  fidel- 
hi/  equal  to  their  great  deserts.  If  you  will  stand  with  me  and 
them,  we  shall  conquer  faction  iu  the  North  and  iu  the  South." 
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